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BY THE COMPTROLLER GENERAL

Report To The Congress

OF THE UNITED STATES

COASTAL ZONE
INFORMATION CENTER

Stronger Federal Direction Needed

To Promote Better Use Of Present
Urban Transportation Systems

In 1975, the Federal Highway Administration
and ‘the Urban Mass Transportation Adminis-
tration jointly issued regulations requiring ur-

ban areas to develop short-range transporta-
tion plans aimed at making better use of pre-

sent urban transportation systems.

The regulations, however, have not been as
effective as they could have been because:

-The two Federal agencies have not ad-
ministered the regulations consistently.

--Urban areas have not been able to insti-
tute planning processes that result in
unified plans.

--Projects that have the most potential

for improving the efficiency of existing

transportation systems have not been
widely adopted. :

The Secretary of Transportation needs to
strengthen Federal administration of the reg-
ulations.
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To the President of the Senate and the
Speaker of the House of Representatives

This report discusses how the Department of Transportation promotes
better use of our Nation's existing urban highways and public transit
systems through its urban transportation planning regulations and how
urban areas have been carrying out those regulations. It addresses what
the Department of Transportation could do to improve its administration
of the urban transportation planning requirements.

We are sending copies of this report to the Director, Office of
Management and Budget; the Secretary of Transportation; interested
congressional coamittees; and other parties.
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COMPTROLLER GENERAL'S ‘ STRONGER FEDERAL DIRECTION NEEDED
. REPORT TO THE CONGRESS TO PROMOTE BETTER USE OF PRESENT
\ : ‘ URBAN TRANSPORTATION SYSTEMS

DIGEST
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Since fiscal year 1976, the Congress has pro-
vided approximately $18 billion for improvements
- to ease and control traffic flow on the Nation's
highways, preserve and revitalize mass transit
systems, ‘and improve the efficiency of transit
operations. States and urban areas have used
. these funds primarily to construct highways; to
purchase new equipment and facilities, such
as buses and railcars; and to provide transit
operating assistance.’ o

‘To encourage better use of existing highway and
public transit systems, the Federal Highway Admin-
istration and the Urban Mass Transportation Admin-
istration issued joint planning regulations in
1975, requiring urban areas to develop transporta-
tion systems management (short-range) plans. These

-plans are to be the product of a.coordinated plan-
ning process in which automobiles, public transit,
taxis, pedestrians, and bicycles are treated as
elements of an integrated transportation system.
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RS " In developing these plans, urban areas are to.
< consider a wide range of projects, such.as préf-_
A§? g erential treatment for transit and othér ‘high- _ ™.
< occupancy vehicles, progressive timing ‘of traffic.
é? . signals, and establishment of pricing mechanisms - .
égf to reduce vehicle use in congested areas. The -
& regulations ‘have resulted in urban areas' giving 3]
S - more emphasis to short-range, low-cost solutioms -z
© to transportation problems but have not resulted -
in integrated urban transportation system plans.- .
nor in the widespread adoption of project§-dif-= -
ferent from those implementéd prior to-the reg- _-~

~

ulatidns, The reasons follow. = =~

~
~r -
/

NO JOINT FEDERAL ADMINISTRATION

The Highway Administration and the Mass Trans-
portation Administration administer the regula-
tions separately, do not always agree on the reg-
ulations' scope, and do not enforce the require-
ments consistently. Urban areas are required

to submit one plan for highways and transit.

Tear Sheet. Upon removal, the report . CED-79-126
cover date should be noted hereon. 1
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- ‘portation systems management is, what is required,

However;,separate Highway and Mass Transporta-
tion Administration reviews do not facilitate
integration of urban transportation plans.

There is no one'interpretation of what trans-
portation systems management is. As a result,
Federal, State, and local transportation offi-
cials are not sure what kinds of projects can
or should be considered in the plans.  For
instance, some officials believe that all im-

" provements including route expansions and bus

purchases, should be considered while others
believe projects should be limited to certain
types of actions, such as marketing and manage-
ment improvements. The Highway Administration
believes transportation systems management can-
not be further defined, and the Mass Transpor-
tation Administration belleves a more spec1f1c
definition might stifle innovation.

~Also, Federal officials believe that urban areas

should establish measurable objectives so that
the benefits of projects -implemented and prog-

- ress in attaining goals can be assessed. How-

ever, neither Federal agency has required measur-
able objectives to be established, and most urban
areas have not establlshed them. (See ch 3.)

It is unllkely that max imum efflclency of an
urban area's transportation system will result
unless there is common agreement on what trans-

and how it is to be administered. Therefore,

:~the Secretary of Transportation should: -

P
EAE IS deg

eeRequire the Highway and Mass Transportatioh
:Administrations to reach agreement on the
- regulations’ scOpe and requirements.

”f—-Integrate the Department s admlnlstratlon of
. the planning and review functions by (1) pro-

viding State and local officials with consist-
ent direction and (2) reviewing the planning
processes in urban areas from a total trans-
portatlon system perspective. |

f—Requ1re the-nghway and Mass Transportation
Administrations to work with'State and local
officials in developing measurable urban trans-
portation objectives aimed at improving exist-

ing. urban transportation resources. (See p. 21.)
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PLANNING PROCESSES NOT‘FULLY COORDINATED

Metropolitan planning organlzatlons, a forum

. for cooperative decisionmaking by local elected

officials, are responsible for coordinating the
development of integrated urban transportation
plans. ‘However, these organizations have not
carried out this respons1b111ty primarily be-
cause they do not have sufficient programing

- and budgeting authority. Most.of them have not

established a framework in.which coordinated
development of their plans can take place.
Therefore, most urban area. plans continue to

be developed independently by each local agency.

In addition, there are usually no organized
-groups at the local .level to advocate transpor-

tation systems management projects; and many
groups, such as police, taxi operators, mer-.

- chants, and employers, whose support is needed

to implement these pro;ects successfully, are
not included regularly in .the planning process,

The nghway and Mass Transportatlon ‘Administra--
tions have approved urban planning processes
even though they are not fully coordinated.

(See ch. 4.)

To promote coordlnatlon of the plannlng process,
the Secretary of Transportation should require

that the Highway and Mass Transportation Admin-
istrations not approve an-urban area's planning

- process until it has shown that the plan (1) is

"an overall unified one resulting from a coordi-

nated process and (2) includes input from those
groups or agencies that can contribute to the

planning process. (See p. 31.)

FEDERAL FUNDS NOT USED FOR INNOVATIVE

‘ PROJECTS

.Federal funds have not been. increased or set

aside to encourage»urban‘areas to implement

‘regional transportation systems management

. projects, including innovative ones such as

Tear Sheet

elimination of onstreet parking, increased
parking charges, and staggerlng of work hours.

Local officials prefer to use Federal funds

for traditional projects, such as transit op-
erating assistance and highway construction,

iii



even though the funds can.beiused for both in-
novative and traditional ones. (See p. 35.)

‘part of the Urban Mass Transportation Admin-
‘istration's discretionary grant program funds
can be used to support innovative mass transit
projects. However, the Department of Trans-
portation has not requested appropriations for
this. Even if funds were provided, additional
‘legislative authority may be needed to provide -
incentives for innovative: projects that involve
more than transit. (See p. 33.)

The Secretary of Transportatlon should request
" funds to test whether Federal financial incentives
would help promote more widespread adoption of
innovative projects and then determine need for
additional legislative authority. : (See p. 44.)

AGENCY COMMENTS

The Department of Transportatlon generally
agreed with GAO's conclusions and recommenda-
tions. It believed, however, that the report
d1d not reflect adequately the positive effects
of the regulations and the variations in local
political structures and intergovernmental
relations that had to be considered in- develop—
1ng the regulations.

The Department said that the shift from the
previous almost exclusive focus on long-range
to short-range plannlng by urban areas has had
a positive effect. GAO agrees that urban areas
~are now placing more emphasis on short-range -
solutions to their transportation problems,; but
the regulations have not resulted in integrated
plans or wide adoption of innovative:pfojects.

The Department also said that the report did
not fully recognize the subtleties of the plan-
ning requirements and the framework in which
‘the joint planning requlations were developed.
The Department should be commended for its
efforts in promulgating the regulatlons. How-
jever, potential benefits will not be realized
‘unless the Department takes additional steps

to make certain that urban areas carry out the
regulations more fully.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

Highway and urban mass transportation legislation enacted
in the last decade has emphasized the need for improved trans-
portation systems in urban areas. Through its appropriations
to the Department of Transportation's Federal Highway Adminis-
tration (FHWA) and Urban Mass Transportation Administration
(UMTA), the Congress has provided funds for improvements to -
facilitate and control traffic flow on the Nation's highways,
preserve and revitalize mass transit systems, and improve the
efficiency of transit operations. Since fiscal year 1976,
FHWA -and UMTA have provided approximately $18 billion to urban-
ized areas 1/ for transit equipment and facilities such as
bus and railcar purchases, transit operatlng assxstance, and
major highway construction. :

Traditionally, urban areas have primarily relied on trans-
portation projects for construction or purchase of new facili-
ties and equipment that are costly and require long leadtimes
to solve their transportation problems. In recent years, how-
ever, alternatives to these types of projects have been neces-
sary because (1) the cost of new equipment and facilities has
increased at a faster rate than the funds available to support
their development and (2) the construction or purchase of new
facilities and equipment to achieve urban mobility goals often
was inconsistent with other national goals of improving envi-
ronmental quality, conserving energy, and providing for orderly
urban growth. Department of Transportation officials also be-
lieved that some of the mobility problems being experienced
in many urban areas were not caused by too little capacity but
rather by inefficiently used facilities and services. These
factors led to the development of the current short-range
planning requirements for urban areas. o

THE JOINT PLANNING REGULATIONS

Both Federal highway and urban mass transit legislation
require urban areas to establish a transportation planning
process. Under this authority, FHWA and UMTA jointly issued
regulations (23 CFR 450 and 49 CFR 613) in September 1975
governing the transportation planning process in urbanized
areas. The regulations were designed to improve and
strengthen metropolitan transportation planning. These
regulations required each urban area to develop a single

1/Urbanized areas are areas of more than 50,000 population.
For the purpose of this report, urbanized areas will be
referred to as urban areas.



e
¢
fyr

e

transportat1on plan for highways and transit that included
consideration of actions integrating automobiles, public
transit, taxis, pedestrians, and bicycles. The regulations
also made UMTA and FHWA urban transportation plannlng re-
qu1rements con51stent.

A;transportatlon plah has a long-range and short-range

component.- The short-range component is called transporta-

tion. systems management (TSM) and is supposed to identify
improvements that would result in more efficient use of the
exlisting ‘transportation facilities. TSM was included to pro-
vide better balance in the transportation plannlng and imple-
mentation process between the construction of major facilities
intended to benefit urban areas in the distant future and im-
provements in transportation service which could bring about
almost 1mmed1ate beneflts.

In develop1ng the TSM plan, urban areas are required to
consider a wide range of operating, regulatory, and service
policies. The TSM plan is aimed at coordinating automobiles,
public transit, taxis, pedestrians, and bicycles to improve
the system as a whole. The regulations require that plan-
ning be a regional process that treats highways and transit
as elements of a single, integrated transportation system.
(A listing of what FHWA: and UMTA comnsider representative of
of TSM actlons is -shown in app. I.)

The regulatlons a351gned responsibility for coordinating
the planning process on a regional level to each metropolitan
planning organization. (MPO) 1/ in cooperation with the State
and publicly owned operators of mass transportation services.
This responsibility included developing both the long-range
and: TSM (short-range) components of the transportation plan.

The TSM plannlng process should be a continuous, inter-
modal 2/ approach to solving short-range problems of the

1/The MPO, designated by the Governor of each State, is a
forum for cooperative decisionmaking consisting of prin-
cipal elected officials of the general purpose local
governments in the urban area.

'2/Intermoda1, as deflned in our report "Making Future

Transportation Decisions: Intermodal Planning Needed,"
(CED-78-74, Mar. 16, 1978) is the serious examination of
trade-off and interactions between competing and complemen-
tary transportation modes. This differs from multimodal
planning which examines a number of modes independently,
with little or no consideration of the trade-off or inter-
actions. .



existing transportation system. 'According‘to the regulations,
planning should be a cooperative process including represen-
tatives from all groups and agencies which provide or are

affected by transportation services. These agencles should be

“involved in all phases of the TSM planning process, including
identifying problems, developing alternatives, and- 1mplement-
ing projects.

The projects, or combination of projects, planned and
implemented depend on the needs and resources available in
the specific urban area. The regulations state, however,
that controlling the flow of traffic; influencing the volume,
pattern, and mix of traffic; and giving priority to buses and
other high- occupancy vehicles may be the single most effec-
tive ways to .improve efficiency and productivity of the entire
transportation system. Such projects may include

--selectively curtailing the use of low- -occupancy cars
through parking restrictions, increased peak-hour
tolls and incentives for carpools;

--reserving lanes to speed up buses and other high- occu-
pancy vehicles; and

--encouraging greater offpeak use of transit facilities.

Although the regulations require urban areas- to consider .
such projects, local areas decide which projects to imple-
ment. FHWA and UMTA neither specify what projects urban
areas must implement nor prescribe any spe01f1c targets
they must attain. o

DOT officials said that they would like to .see urban
areas give priority to TSM projects in developing.their
programing documents, a listing of projects to be imple~ -
mented within the next 5 years. The requlations require
that TSM projects selected for implementation be included
1n the programing document,; thus recognizing the relation-
ship between planning and programing. UMTA regquires that
all urban areas with 200,000 or more population develop
TSM plans and include TSM projects in the annual update
of their programing document as a condition of UMTA pro-
gram approval. UMTA also requires that urban areas demon-
strate reasonable progress in 1mplement1ng planned TSM-
projects.

UMTA and FHWA are required to review and evaluate
annually the transportation planning process in each
urban area to determine if the process meets planning
requirements. If no TSM plan 1s found to exist or 1f the
preplan analysis is unsatisfactory, UMTA and FHWA can deny

)



the area's planning certification until specific corrective
actions are taken. Without certification, urban areas are
not eligible to receive UMTA and FHWA capital and operatlng
funds.

From fiscal year 1976 through fiscal year 1979, FHWA
has provided urban areas $115 million and UMTA has provided
$191 million--a total of $306 million--for TSM and long-range
planning purposes. TSM project implementation is funded pri-
-marily with UMTA discretionary and formula grant funds or
with Federal-aid highway funds (urban system, prlmary and
interstatey.

SCOPE OF REVIEW

We assessed the status of and problems with Federal
efforts to improve the use of existing urban transportation
resources through the TSM concept, and we analyzed urban TSM
planning and programing. We focused on transportation plan-
ning activities at the Federal, State, and local levels and
federally conducted or funded reviews of TSM.

We interviewed officials and reviewed documents at
Federal, State, and local offices. We discussed our work
with internal auditors of the U.S. Department of Transporta-
tion and reviewed their audit reports, but these reports
were not considered germane to our review. We also inter-
viewed transportation experts and reviewed documents at
- universities involved in transportation research and eval-
uation including Department of Transportation-sponsored TSM
research. Our review was conducted at the headquarters
offices of the U.S., Department of Transportation, including
the Office of the Secretary, Federal Highway Administration,
and the Urban Mass Transportation Administration; the Envi-
ronmental Protection Agency; and the Department of Energy.
Our fieldwork was conducted in Los Angeles and San Diego,
California; Phoenix, Arizonia; Albugquergue, New Mexico;
Dallas-Ft. Worth, Texas; and Pittsburgh and Philadelphia,
Pennsylvania. Fleldwork was also conducted at the State
transportation agencies and the corresponding UMTA and
FHWA regional and division offices of California, Arizonia,
New Mexico, Texas, and Pennsylvanla. (See app. II for a
specific listing of agencies and locations.)



CHAPTER 2

URBAN PLANNING PROCESS AND RESULTING

PROJECTS UNCHANGED

Urban area TSM (short-range) plans should be the result
of a coordinated planning process that integrates actions
affecting automobiles, public transit, taxis, pedestrians,
and bicycles. 1In developing the plan, urban transportation
officials are to consider a wide range of projects to improve
the efficiency of existing roads, to reduce vehicle use in
congested areas, and to 1mprove transit service and internal
transit management.

The regulations have resulted in urban areas' giving.
more emphasis to short-range, low-cost solutions to trans-
portation problems. However, short-range plans continue to
be developed individually by highway, transit, and traffic
engineering agencies, and the types of transportation pro-
jects being implemented continue to be the traditional
projects--usually involving only one mode--that were under-
taken prior to the regulations. These traditional projects
include transit equipment purchases and facilities construc-
tion as well as highway construction. Projects generally
not being undertaken are those that are innovative or con-
troversial such as increased parking charges and staggered
work hours.

Although urban areas/have increased their emphasis on
short-range planning, the regulations have not had much of
an impact on the planning process and the types of trans-.
portation projects being implemented because:

--FHWA and UMTA are not admlnlsterlng the regulations
jointly. (See ch. 3.)

--MPOs are not able to'coordinate‘the urban transpor-
tation planning process. (See ch. 4.)

--Various funding and legal provisions dlscourage the
implementation of TSM projects.  (See ch. 5.)

URBAN TRANSPORTATION PLANNING
PROCESS NOT COORDINATED

The joint planning regulations call for an urban area's
transportation pPlan to be developed by a cooperative process.
Local officials are required to consider a wide. range of
transportation projects under a regional framework that treats
‘urban transit and highways as part of .a single, integrated



urban transportation system. As part of the process,
various projects should be combined into coherent, mutually
reinforcing strategies to achieve specific areawide objec-
tives. 1If this were done, then the projects would support
and enhance other projects, so that the impact of the pro-
jects as a whole would be greater than the impact of each
individually. For instance, implementation of a high-
occupancy vehicle lane may be complemented by establishing
park-and-ride lots and improving transit service within a
transportation corridor. In the seven urban-areas reviewed,
however, this type of planning and implementation of TSM
projects is generally not occurring.

Some State and local transportation officials do not
recognize that TSM aims to treat all urban transportation
modes and services as part of a single, integrated urban
transportation system. They view TSM as merely plans for
short-range projects for individual needs-~-something they
have done for years. For instance, a California transpor-
tation official said TSM offers nothing new to the tradi-
tional traffic engineering approach to solving traffic
problems. Similarly, a San Diego area official defined
TSM as all projects that would make the transit operation
less costly and more productive. Since these types of
projects were always included in the plans, he did not

"believe that the regulations were needed.

As a result, TSM plans, for the most part, continue
to be developed on a modal 1/ basis rather than as a result
of a complementary and comprehensive process that would lead
to the implementation of areawide, intermodal TSM projects.
State and local officials indicated that their TSM plans
were nothing more than a collection of individual plans.
San Diego area transportation officials said, for example,
that the regulations have resulted in little change, as the
various traffic and transit departments merely take their
planned traffic and transportation projects and put them
together under the title of TSM. Phoenix area transporta-
tion officials said that their TSM plan is just a stapled-
together collection of individual transit and traffic plans.
Such a process does not produce integated plans that are
the result of coordination among the various local agencies.

FHWA and UMTA evaluations of the transportation plan-
ning process offer further evidence that the transportation
planning process is not being coordinated, as the regulations
reguire. UMTA and FHWA reviewed 44 urban areas' TSM documents

1/Modal, as used in this report, will refer to individual
highway, transit, or traffic engineering actions.



‘and reported in September 1976 that very few TSM plans showed
an areawide or subarea assessment of the effectiveness of a-
combination of TSM projects. They reported that in most of
the TSM plans, each project was planned independently of

of other projects and combining projects to improve a certain
situation was rarely considered seriously. More recently, a
September 1978 UMTA planning .evaluation in nine urban areas
indicated that  short-range planning was being carried out in
much the same way as before the TSM requirement. The report
stated that planning, relabeled as TSM planning, was still
very much modal in nature. It further stated that TSM pro-
"jects were usually presented by the sponsoring agency for
inclusion in the programing document with little or no coordi-
nation with other plans. They reported that, as a result,
one city public works department implemented a reserve lane
for buses and carpools without planning complementary bus
service and without planning to eliminate or modify other
conflicting practices, services, and facilities. 1In another
urban area, a parking authority planned to eliminate parking
fees in the central business district of a city committed

to increasing transit service and ridership.

INNOVATIVE TSM PROJECTS NOT IMPLEMENTED

Innovative transportation projects are new or untried
approaches to using the existing urban transportation system
more efficiently. They might also include projects having
a limited history or regional transportation projects that
have historically been undertaken only in local areas. In-
novative projects may include reserved bus and carpool lanes,
devices giving high-occupancy vehicles preference at freeway
ramps, transit malls and. automobile-restricted zones. Because
these projects attempt to change public driving habits or
restrict vehicle use, they are often controversial.

The joint planning reqgulations reinforced -Federal sup-
port for innovative transportation projects by encouraging
urban transportation authorities to consider them. According
to the regulations, controlling the flow of traffic; influ-
encing the volume, pattern, and mix of traffic; and giving
priority to buses and other high occupancy vehicles may be
the most effective measures to improve efficiency and pro-
ductivity of both mass transportation services and the
entire urpan transportation system.

Innovative projects can . help to improve a transportation
system's efficiency and productivity. Federal transportation
officials have stated, for example, that if ridesharing in-.
creased 1 percentage point--from 21 percent to 22 percent of



those who commute to work in vehicles~-175 million gallons

- of gasoline could be saved annually. A 1977 FHWA- and UMTA-
funded report 1/ provides another example of the possible
impact of a different type of TSM project--parking taxes.
According to- the report's authors, proper management of an
area's parking supply can change traffic flow. The report
includes the following table that estimates the effect on
vehicle-miles traveled (VMT) of imposing a parking tax--an
uncommon type of parking management action--in the Los Angeles
area:

Estimated Effects of a Los Angeles
Parking Tax on VMT and Automobile Trips

Parking'cost Change in Change in
increase VMT auto trips Total VMT (note a)
(dollars) (percent) (percent) (millions per weekday)
0.25 ' - 5.04 - 7.66 59.416
.50 - 9,58 ~14.46 56.576
.75 -13.07 -19.18 54.392
1.00 -15.43 -21.33 52.915

a/Based on an estimated total VMT of 62.570 million miles
per average weekday in 1974.

Despite their potential benefits, innovative transporta-
tion projects generally are not being implemented in urban
areas., The following chapters address the reasons why inter-
modal and innovative transportation projects generally are
not being undertaken.

l/"Transportatién‘Systems Management: State of the Art,"
Feb, 1977.



CHAPTER 3

UMTA AND FHWA ARE NOT ADMINISTERING

THE REGULATIONS JOINTLY

Federal administration has not encouraged urban areas
to.-comply with the regulations or work to achieve their ob-
jectives. One reason for this appears to be because the reg-
ulations, which require travel modes to be integrated at the
local level, are being administered by two separate Federal
agencies. FHWA and UMTA officials often do not agree on
TSM plans' scope or documentation requirements. In addition,
FHWA and UMTA continue to review and approve the urban TSM
planning process from a fragmented, highway or transit per-
spective rather than from a total system perspective.

Another reason the regulatory objectives are not being
accomplished is that neither FHWA nor UMTA officials have '
required urban areas to establish specific operational and
measurable objectives and monitor and evaluate TSM projects.
These processes are needed so that Federal and local offi-
cials can assess the (1) benefits of a particular TSM pro-
ject or group of projects and (2) progress in achieving
Federal and local goals.- .

INTERPRETATIONS OF TSM DIFFER

Transportation officials in the seven urban areas re-
viewed differed in their opinion of ‘what constitutes a TSM
‘project and how costly TSM projects can be. Federal offi-
cials also do not agree and are reluctant to define TSM
more clearly. As a result, each agency or urban area has
developed its own definition which either 11m1ts or expands
the range of projects being considered,

State and local transportation officials are not sure
about what kinds of projects can or should be considered in
their TSM planning process. For instance, some transit offi-
cials believe that all improvements,. including route expan-
sions and bus purchases, are TSM projects while others be-
lieve that only certain types of actions, such as marketing
and management improvements,. can be considered TSM projects.
As a result, projects routinely included in one urban area
‘plan may be omitted from others and it cannot be determined
what kinds of projects are being implemented. Although the
requlations provided a list of the kinds of transportation
. projects urban areas should consider in developing their TSM
plans, some State and local transportation officials are
‘not aware that the listing was intended merely to provide



examples. They believe that if a project is not on the
list, they should not include it in their plan.

State and local officials also 4o 'not agree about how
costly TSM projects can be. Some transportation officials
consider TSM pro:ects as only low cost, whereas others be-
lieve a TSM project can range from low to high cost. For
example, a transportation official in Arizona said that TSM
involves low-cost improvements, the majority of which would
cost under $500,000. On the other hand, a California trans-
portation official considered two freeway projects totaling
over $13 million as TSM.

Differences of interpretation also exist within urban
areas. For example, in Philadelphia, some transportation
officials do not believe high~cost projects needed in the
short range can be planned and programed because TSM ex-
cludes major changes in existing facilities; other officials
~ believe high-cost projects can be included in their TSM plans.

‘A Philadelphia transportatlon official stated that the TSM
planning process is insensitive to one of the most critical
needs of large older systems--the need: for large’ capital
expenditures to modernize and preserve ‘the existing system.

In his view, a ' $27 million project to renew a light rail

and track system is certainly a TSM project, although he

did not believe such projects could be considered TSM.
However, other Philadelphia transportation officials be-

lieve that costly transportation projects--such as highway
construction, resurfacing, and widening; bridge repair and
replacement; right-of-way acquisition; and exclusive transit‘_“,
lanes--needed in the short range could be:included in the- o
TSM plan.

This confusion at the local level may be due, in part,
to the lack of agreement -at the Federal level. FHWA and
UMTA officials also do not agree on how costly a TSM project
can be. UMTA officials have stated that the purpose of TSM
is to improve the efficiency of urban transportation systems
at low or modest cost. FHWA officials have stated that TSM
projects could be either low- or fairly high-cost projects.

Although Federal, State, and local officials continue

to be confused and disagree about what can or should be con-
sidered TSM projects, FHWA and UMTA officials do not believe
TSM should or could be better defined. FHWA officials believe
TSM is a concept that everyone has a different opinion about
but all are correct to some extent. They believe a concise
definition is not possible or necessary and that the lack of

a consistent definition i1s not causing transportation offi-
clials any problems. UMTA officials, however, believe that

10



the lack of a consistent definition is fostering confusion at
the State and local levels and precludes an evaluation of the
effectiveness of the TSM requirement. But.they too are reluc-
tant to define TSM more clearly because they believe that
further defining it may limit the scope of TSM projects con-
sidered by urban areas and stifle innovation.

The disagreement -and confusion over TSM has precluded
evaluation of the regulations' impact. For example, an FHWA
effort to determine what TSM projects were being undertaken
in selected urban areas had to be abandoned, partially because
the staff carrying out the project did not consistently inter-
pret what a TSM project was. Until there is agreement on what
a TSM project is, a comprehensive determination cannot be made
of what projects are being implemented to make efficient use
of the highways and transit system already in place.

REQUIRED DOCUMENTATION NOT CLEAR OR USEFUL

_ FHWA and UMTA headquarters off101als agreed on the docu-
mentation they believed would satisfy both agencies' require-
ments and provided joint documentation guidance to their re-
gional offices. The guidance, however, was not specific and
has been interpreted differently by their regional office
staffs., In addition, State and local officials generally
consider the Federal documentation requirement burdensome
and question its value because the documents are not used
at the local level.

Interpretations of documentatlon
requirements differ

In February 1978, FHWA and UMTA issued joint TSM docu-
mentation guidance to their field offices. This guidance
provided general comments on documentation which UMTA and
FHWA headquarters officials believed would help their field
representatives address questions concerning how TSM should
be documented in their region. State and local transporta-
tion- off1c1als, however, continue to perceive UMTA and FHWA's
TSM documentation requirements differently. For instance,
California State transportation officials believe that UMTA
wants a separate TSM plan whereas FHWA wants local officials
to demonstrate how TSM projects are integrated into the re-
gion's overall planning process.

Because the Federal TSM documentation guidance was not
specific, many UMTA and FHWA representatives, as well as
State and local officials, continue to believe the agencies'
documentation requirements differ. For example, an UMTA
field representative believed a yearly TSM document was
required but the form of documentation was not as rigid as
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before. On the other hand, an-FHWA field representetive
believed that urban areas were given the option on whether
or not to document TSM plannrng every year.

UMTA headquarters officials reported in September 1978,
after reviewing the plannlng process in nine urban areas,
that in a number of regions, there was little indication
that the 301nt guidance had been communicated to local plan-
ning agencies. They said further that FHWA field staff
guidance sometimes differed from that provided by UMTA field
staff and that guidance differed even among UMTA regional
offices. FHWA headquarters officials believe that the joint
documentation guidance should have resolved any differences
between the two agencies.

Documentation not considered useful

In addition to not knowing what documentation Federal
officials require, some State and local transportation offi-
cials-also questioned the documents' usefulness. They per-
ceive developing the TSM plan as a burdensome documentatlon
process which meets a Federal requirement but is not useful
to them at the local level. Typical comments of State and
local transportatlon officials follow: ,

--Phoenrx transportatlon officials said the regula-
tions' main impact seems to be in generating paper,
as the TSM plan is not used and the time required
to produce it takes away from more productive work.

--San Diego transportation officials said the TSM
plan and programing document are not of any real

‘use to individual cities and counties because they
usually rely on their own plans and project list-
ings and use the TSM plan merely to meet a Federal
requirement, o

--Texas State_ transportation officials said the TSM
plan and programing document are of little value
to local governments and are basically produced to
fulfill a Federal requirement. In.addition, they
estimated that before the regulations were issued
their planning staff was spending about 80 percent
of their time planning and 20 percent on paperwork.
However, since the regulations were issued they
estimate their planners were spending about 70
percent of their time on paperwork and about 30
percent on planning, ' :
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UMTA and FHWA do not consider TSM merely a Federal paper-
work requirement. On the contrary, they believe the TSM plan-
ning process should, among other things, help to conserve
scarce Federal and local funds and allow cities to make in-
telligent trade-offs between automoolles and public transpor-
tatlon."

FEDERAL PLANNING REViEWS ARE FRAGMENTED

Although urban areas are required to submit one plan for
highways and transit, their planning process is reviewed by
"the Federal highway and transit agencies separately and from
a modal perspective. -‘According to FHWA and UMTA officials,
coordinating the review is difficult because of staff size
differences. In addition, the Federal review often empha-
sizes an area's compliance with the redulations' technical
requirements more than the issues being addressed in the
planning process. : : ’

' According to the joint planning regulations, UMTA and
FHWA are requ1red to review and evaluate the transportation
planning process annually to determine if the process has
met their planning requirements. If this joint review and
evaluation is to be effective;, then UMTA and FHWA must
coordinate among themselves and provide gu1dance to urban
planners on meeting the Federal plannlng requirements. How-
ever, joint review and evaluation is difficult because FHWA
and UMTA have not developed specific criteria for evaluating
an urban area's planning process. In fact, UMTA and FHWA
are arriving at different interpretations on urban areas'
progress .1n meeting the regulatlons objectives. - For.
example, officials in one urban area were told by an FHWA
official that ‘their plannlng process met. Federal requ1re-
ments but were told by ‘an UMTA official that it was not
adequate and they needed to consider additional transpor-
tation actions. Effective coordination between FHWA and
"UMTA will not be possible until specific criteria for
evaluating an area's plannlng process are established
and. enforced

, In addition, - UMTA and FHWA review urban area planning
processes separately, which does not support coordination -
in urban areas. Generally, UMTA's review is limited to the
transit portions of the planning process and FHWA's review
is limited to the highway portions. Officials of both agen-
cies stated that they generally commented only on the portion
of the plans that pertained to their respective modes. There-
fore, no Federal review is made of urban area planning pro-
cesses from an overall transportation perspective,
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Both FHWA and UMTA officials believe that staff size
differences between the two agencies is a primary reason
why joint delegation of authority is not working. In fiscal
yvear 1979, the UMTA field staff was authorized to be 164
employees compared to the FHWA field staff authorization of
2,347, FHWA and UMTA officials stated that due to.a lack of
staff and a large number of MPOs, there is significant delay
in UMTA's providing comment$ to MPOs on TSM planning and pro-
graming documents. They also stated that UMTA's review of
the TSM plan and programing documents is often 6 to 8 months
behind FHWA's review, and that UMTA often starts 1ts review
after the FHWA review has been completed.

The follow1ng example illustrates the workload placed
on UMTA's staff. Until November 1977, only two professional
staff members worked in UMTA's region VI office. These two
people were responsible of all liaison among .UMTA headquar-
ters, 5 States, 37 MPOs, and all the transit operators in
the region. As a result of UMTA's decentralization, staffing
was increased and as of March 1979, this regional office had
13 people of which 2 were planners. However, even with 2
planners, a detailed and timely review of the planning docu-
ments of 37 MPOs in region IV still may not be possible.
Besides conducting planning document reviews, the region's
planning responsibilities entail reviewing and. approving-
approx1mate1y 40 UMTA plannlng grants a year.

In addltlon, the Federal plannlng reviews are often
limited to determining compllance with the" regulatlons"
technical requirements. = The September 1978 UMTA evaluatlon
of the planning process 1in nine urban- areas stated that"’ in

most of these areas no evidence .existed of substantive review
of TSM plans by either UMTA or FHWA. .They further said that
most of the TSM plans reviewed were. "shopping lists" which
offer little promise to aid local transportation programing
and this condition ‘is likely to continue until UMTA and FHWA
establish and enforce specific requirements against which

TSM planning can be evaluated. UMTA headquarters officials
said that they realized their field representatives were
unable to review the entire transportation planning process
and attributed the partial review to staff limitations. FHWA
headguarters officials said that, although they were not
sure, they hoped their field representatives were reviewing
the entire transportation planning process; but at the same
time, they said they expected their field representatives

to emphasize and comment only on highway planning activities.
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In three prev1ous reports, l/ we stated that fragmented
Federal administration is one of the major impediments to plan-
ning coordlnatlon and_lntegratlon. In the March 1978 report,
we stated that integrated Federal administration of the urban
transportatlon planning process could result, among other
things, in improved coordination, more efficient grant de-
livery, and more effective Federal technical assistance. 1In
this report, we recommended, and the Secretary of Transporta-
tion agreed, that additional steps were needed to integrate
Federal admlnlstratlon of the plannlng process..

In November 1978, the Secretary proposed that FHWA and
UMTA be consolidated into a Surface Transportation Administra-
tion. -Department of Transportation officials said that sev-
eral organizations are concerned that hlghway and transit
identities and interests would be lost in the proposed ad-
“ministration. They also said that this was not their intent
and that perhaps they: should con51der other organlzatlonal
options to provide for "modal advocacy" in the proposed -
Surface Transportation Administration:

MEASURABLE OBJECTIVES NOT ESTABLISHED

Generally, urban areas have not established measurable
“objectives for assessing the effects of TSM projectsimple-
mented. While the joint regulatlons did not prescribe specific
standards Or minimum reguirements to be met in developing TSM
plans, they stated that plans should set forth the underlying
goals and pollcy objectlves and the strategy to accompllsh
them. ' .

FHWA and UMTA off1c1als have not - prescrlbed specific
standards Or minimum requirements because they believe that
the need for- spe01flc TSM projects varies from one community
to another: and so national recommendations are not p0551ble.
Urban areas, however, should establish their own measurable
objectives. Measurable objectives are needed because they
(1) help. 1dent1fy transportatlon system problems, (2) estab-
"lish the scope of TSM projects néeded to address these prob-
lems, and (3) provide a basis for establlshlng performance
measures to evaluate the 1mpact of TSM strategles.

/"Hindrahces to Coordinating Transportation of People Parti-
cipating in Federally Funded Grant Programs" (CED-77-119,
Oct. 17, 1977), "Federally Assisted Areawide Planning: Need
to Simplify Policies-and Practices" (GGD-77-24, Mar. 28,
1977), and "Making Future Transportation Decisions: Inter-
Modal Planning Needed" (CED-78-74, Mar. 16, 1978).
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All seven urban areas we rev1ewed had established goals
and objectives. But in six of the seven areas, the objectlves
.are not specific enough to be measurable. In one urban area,
for ‘example, the stated shor t- range goals are to

~--preserve, reV1tallze, and expand transportatlon sys—
tems and’ serv1ces, o ‘

-—conserve energy,- lmprove alr quallty, and lncrease
‘soc1al and env1ronmental amenltles, and '

—--reduce traff1c congestlon and fac111tate trafflc
o flow. : '

The, urban area short-range ‘program ob]ectlve 1s to ach1eve
maximum efficiency and productivity of the urban transporta—
tion system. Because this objective is’ not spec1f1c enough
to be measurable, transportation off1c1als will not be ‘able
to determine whether the planned transportatlon prOJectva
contribute to meeting the program s goals. '

Determlnlng wh1ch projects planned by an urban area con-
tribute to meeting its goals can be difficult. even when’ objec-
tives are measurable. This is because-the programing document
does not dlscuss the relat1onsh1p between the planned projects
and the area's objectives.. The Los Angeles urban area, for
example, has establlshed obJectlves that. are. spec1f1c enough
to be measured. These ob]ect1ves 1nclude (l) reducing trans-
portation system fuel ‘consumption equ1valent to a 5-percent
reduction in vehicle miles traveled in each 5- year period from
1980 to 1995 and (2) increasing transit ridership, currently
about 3 percent,:.to: 6-percent by 1990._ However, the program-
ing document does not specify how the planned ‘projects’ w1ll
help to attain the. stated objectives "and, as a result,’
determination cannot be made of which projects will help .
to meet the program's objectives or whether’ the planned pro-
jECtS are compatlble w1th its objectlves. ’

"~ An FHWA and UMTA evaluation of the plannlng process
shortly after the regulations were ‘issued identified these
same problems - In their 1976 evaluation of 44 urban area's
TSM plans, FHWA and UMTA found that over half the areas made
some reference to their general goals and objectives in the
TSM. plan but few attempted to relate these goals and objec-
tives to the TSM actions discussed. They also found that
some typical but rather general/TSM objectlves were to

--make efficient use of ex1st1ng fac111t1es and rmprov—
ment dollars,



—-provide for increased mobility of ‘all persons, partic-
ularly the elderly and handicapped; and

~-~conserve ehergy_and'protect the environment.

UMTA and FHWA headquarters officials concluded and advised
their regional offices that urban areas should develop more
specific operational, quantifiable objectives for measuring
the effects of TSM actions or groups of actions. However,
we found that measurable objectives-are generally still not
belng developed because Federal field officials have been
reluctant to 1nsist that urban areas establish them. They
believe that such a requirement may be perceived as too
much Federal involvement in local decisionmaking and that
an urban area's.goals and objectives should be developed

in response to the area's needs and not simply in response
to a Federal requlrement.;

MONITORING AND EVALUATION NOT BEING DONE

. TSM monltorlng and evaluation are necessary to determlne
“if satrsfactory progréss has been made in meeting national
"and urban area goals.  Monitoring and evaluation may also pro-
vide useful information for improving existing TSM projects
and provide a basis for future TSM planning decisions, How-
ever, neither Federal, State, nor local transportation offi-
cials know what the  TSM effort is accomplishing areawide or
systemw1de. In addition, most State and local officials be-
lieve that their monitoring and evaluation efforts are inade-
quate. Two reasons cited by ‘these officials for the generally
poor gquality of TSM project monitoring and evaluation were
cost .and lack of technical skills and hardware.

State and local TSM monitoring
and evaluation efforts

v A few transportation officials believe their monitor-
. ing and evaluation of selected pro;ects——such as a study of
existing exclusive bus lanes on a major thoroughfare, peri-
odic evaluation of carpool programs, or determining the re-
sults of signalizing an intersection--are adequate. Also,
a few officials believe that TSM projects do-not need moni-
. toring and evaluatlon because these types of projects are
assumed to be good.: However, most transportation officials
believe their monltorlng and evaluation efforts are 1inade-
quate, especially in determining the impact of TSM projects
on a regional or comprehen51ve, systemw1de bas1s. For
instance:. : : o

*—Los Angeles area transportation officials said that
a greater effort should be made in monitoring and
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evaluation. The bad effect of inadeguate monitoring
and evaluation is that some mlstakes may not be rec-
ognized. : :

--California. State transportation officials said neither

- they nor the MPOs attempt to evaluate TSM projects to
see if they are undertaking the right projects.. Ac-
cording to these officials, proper monitoring and ,
evaluation should allow them to determine, for example,
whether either a freeway ramp metering project or flex-
ible work hours project or both would be needed to
solve a particular congestion or mobility problem.

Various reasons were cited for the generally poor
quality of TSM project monitoring and evaluation. The one
most frequently cited by State and local officials was cost.
State and local transportation officials said cost factors
hindering TSM monitoring and evaluation are (1) inadequate
funds available for this activity, (2) a tendency for dol-
lars to be spent on project implementation rather than
monitoring and evaluation, (3) no money earmarked for moni=-
torlng and evaluatlon, and (4) increased cost of administer-
ing TSM has resulted in less funds avallable for monltorlng
and evaluation.

Another reason frequently cited by State and local offi-
cials was the lack of technical Skllls and hardware to do the

- “needed monltorlng and evaluation. ' For example, transporta—

tion officials in Phoenix said that they need assistance on
how to measure the impact of regional TSM projects. Dallas
transportation officials also said that they do. not know"
what aspects of TSM to monitor and what the results indi-
cate. These officials believe research is needed to assist
local officials in determining what to measure and what to
do with the information once it is obtalned

FHWA and UMTA, both 1nd1v1dually and jOlntly, have sup-
ported and continue to support a number of research projects
designed to assist State and local officials in assessing the
1mpact of various TSM projects. These projects have resulted
in reports prov1d1ng information about the range of projects
that are relevant to TSM, assessment of the areawide impact
for various classes of TSM projects, and effectiveness of . |
selected TSM projects. 1In addition, FHWA is currently eval-
uating selected appllcatlons of priority treatment for high-
occupancy vehicles and various traffic control systems.. A
primary objective of one of the projects included in this
study is to evaluate priority technlques for hlgh—occupancy
vehicles, considering benefits, costs, environment 1mpacts, ‘
and institutional and public acceptance. '
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UMTA and FHWA officials agreed that the general lack of
evaluation and monitoring is a weak area in transportation
planning. Although they have encouraged urban areas to do
more monitoring and evaluation, they do not believe that
they can or should require monitoring and evaluation because
such a requirement would increase the burden on local offi-
cials and might result in a decrease in the number and type
of TSM projects implemented.

Federal monitoring and evaluation efforts

Monitoring and evaluation of the TSM effort nationwide
or urban areawide is difficult if not impossible because it is
not known exactly what data is needed and the data currently
being collected is not comparable. State and local: officials
now collect urban transportation planning data using different
definitions, time periods, and methods of collection. Federal
officials recognize this problem and continue to search for
solutions that will not substantially increase the paperwork
burden on local officials.

In the fall of 1975, the Transportation Research Board,
an agency of the National Research Council, organlzed a com-
mittee to assist the Department of Transportation in develop-
ing a minimum set of urban transportation data to be re-
ported to the Department on a uniform basis. The commlttee
consisted of representatives from MPOs, State departments
of transportation and highway departments, mass transit =
operators, and other professionals.

According to this committee, a set of urban transporta-
tion data was needed as a basis for determining national -
policy for continuing existing transportation programs and .
initiating new ones. The committee then developed, tested,
and recommended a set of data elements that required the
collection of specific highway, public transit, and demo—
graphic data. ‘

In October 1976, FHWA and UMTA endorsed the committee's
recommendations and hoped to issue an appendix to the joint
regulations requiring urban areas to report these 1nd1cators.’
In January 1978, however, FHWA and UMTA issued a memorandum
to their regional offices stating that, although they still
endorsed the committee's recommendations, in the interest of
minimizing the reporting requ1rements of Federal regulatlons,
they did not now plan to require urban areas to report these .
indicators. But they did request their regional office staffs
to encourage State and local officials to work together to
establish compatible definitions, time periods, and methods
for data collection. Until compatible definitions, time -
periods, and methods for data collection are established and
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the data collected by the Department of Transportation, Fed-
eral transportation officials will not be able to assess

the overall impact of the TSM effort or the progress being
made in accomplishing national or urban area goals.

CONCLUSIONS

The transportation systems management concept, in theory,
has the potential to increase efficiency and productivity of
each area's total transportation system. It is unlikely, how-
ever, that this potential will ever be realized without more
aggressive leadership to reach a common understanding on such
matters as the regulations' scope and documentation require-
ments. Unless agreement is reached on such essential elements,
the concept's potential will not be realized.

Federal administration of the urban transportation plan-
ning process should be consolidated. Although the regulations
require urban areas to integrate their transportation planning
process, FHWA and UMTA continue to administer and review the
planning process separately and on a modal basis, with neither
agency providing an overall transportation perspective. Con-
solidation should provide uniformity, minimize the confusion
that exists at State and local levels, and increase coordina-
tion of the planning process. A Department of Transportation
proposal to consolidate FHWA and UMTA is a step in the right
direction; it could overcome some of the problems we noted.

In addition, Federal, State, and local officials are
not able to assess the overall impact of the regulations or
the progress being made in accomplishing national or urban
area goals. Before an overall assessment can be made, urban
areas need to establish specific measurable objectives and
do more comprehensive monitoring and evaluation of existing
TSM projects. i

We recognize that better monitoring and evaluation
techniques need to be developed to assess the overall impact
of TSM, but techniques are available to assess the impact of
individual TSM projects and some combination of projects. We
believe that urban areas can and should establish specific
measurable objectives and do more monitoring and evaluation
of TSM projects implemented in order to determine whether they
are making progress in achieving their transportation objec-
tives and which TSM projects are worthwhile. 1In addition,
we endorse FHWA and UMTA's continuing efforts to improve
transportation project monitoring and evaluation techniques.
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RECOMMENDATIONS

To 1mprove understandlng of the TSM concept and help-
urban areas establish meaningful and effective transporta-
tion planning processes, the Secretary of Transportation
should:

--Require FHWA and UMTA to agree on the definition,
scope, objectives, and requirements of the TSM
regulations and be sure that the results are communi-
cated clearly and consistently to their regional
staffs and State and local officials responsible for
carrying out the planning process.

--Integrate the Department's administration of the
planning and review functions by (1) providing State
and local officials with consistent direction and
(2) reviewing the planning processes in urban areas
from a total transportation system perspective.

--Require FHWA and UMTA to work with State and local
officials in developing specific, measurable trans-
portation objectives of projects or activities that
are aimed at improving existing urban transportation
resources.

AGENCY COMMENTS AND OUR EVALUATION

The Department generally agreed with and supported these
recommendations. It stated that it would provide additional
guidance to clarify the TSM concept.

Department officials pointed out that they had taken a
number of administrative actions to improve and strengthen
planning. They stated that they proposed a number of legis-
lative changes, some of which were incorporated in the Sur—
face Transportation Assistance Act of 1978.

In addition, the Department is proposing establishment
of a Surface Transportation Administration which officials
believe would improve coordination of highways and public
transportation programs at all levels. Although the proposed
Surface Transportation Administration could improve Federal
administration of the urban transportation planing process,
we believe that the Department should not wait until the
Surface Transportation Administration proposal is adopted
but should begin to take steps to integrate more fully its
administration of the planning regulations.
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The Department also stated that it plans to continue
encouraging State and local officials to develop measurable
transportation objectives and TSM measures of effectiveness.
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CHAPTER 4

MPOs HAVE BEEN UNABLE TO COORDINATE

- THE PLANNING PROCESS

The joint planning regulations gave MPOs the responsi-
bility for developing a plan for their areas, integrating
highways and public transit into a single ‘transportation
system through the cooperative efforts of State and local
groups and agencies. Transportation planning in urban areas,
however, continues to be done independently by the varlous
State and local agencies. MPO management of the TSM process
has not resulted in the coordination and integration envi-
sioned by the regulations. Most transportation officials
believe that urban transportation planning has not been
coordinated and integrated because MPOs do not have suffi-
cient authority and projects identified as TSM projects do
not have a regional constituency.

MPO ROLE IN THE PLANNING
PROCESS 1S LIMITED

The TSM regulations require that planners, implementers,
and representatives of other agencies and organizations that
can affect the transportation system meet on a continuing,’
cooperative, and coordinated basis to identify and address -
regional transportation problems and their solutions. Within
this framework, the MPO is to act as coordinator. The MPO
is to provide the forum in which representatives of local
governments and transportation planners and operators can
meet to (1) discuss problems and opportunities for increasing
efficiency of the area's transportation system through short-
range improvements, (2) identify and resolve conflicting
- proposals, (3) identify and design complementary;strategies
which are beyond the authority of one implementer, and (4)°
'sort out roles, responsibilities, and time frames for carry-
ing out recommended plans.

: The regulations do not prescrlbe the specific methods
MPOs should use to carry out the TSM planning process. FHWA
and UMTA believed that the range of TSM projects which could
be considered and implemented requlred some flexibility in
the methods used. They also believed that a variety of ap-
proaches could be effective as long as the MPO provided a -
forum for mutual problem solving and cooperative actions,
Therefore, the approaches used by MPOs are matters of local
determlnatlon.
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Most MPOs have not established a coordinated regional.
decisionmaking process. Of the seven urban areas included
in our review, only the Dallas~-Ft. Worth and Philadelphia
MPOs had established a: framework for such a process, but
neither area had implemented the process at the time of our
review. Without such a process, opportunities to improve
the efficiency and productivity of an urban area's transpor-
tation system may not be realized. The difficulties con-

fronting the MPO in establishing a coordinated regional
dec1s1onmak1ng process are dlscussed later in this chapter.
(See PP. 24 to. 29 )

As mentloned earlier, regional TSM plans are generally
nothlng more than. a compilation of plans prepared by the
various local planning and.operating agenc1es. In most
areas, the MPO has little or no involvement in developing
these plans. The MPO's exclusive reliance on local agenc1es
to provide the information to be included in the region's
TSM plan does not produce integrated plans.

Independent FHWA and UMTA evaluations support this
fact. In its evaluation of the planning programs in nine
urban areas, UMTA stated that local officials indicated that
very little TSM coordination and management continued after
formation of TSM committees in the MPO. In a 1978 report on
its evaluation of the TSM plans of seven urban areas in one
State, an FHWA division office stated that the MPO's degree
of reliance on local operators in the TSM process varied but
for some urban areas the local operators dominate the pro-
cess. It stated further that total reliance on the opera-
tors deprived the TSM process of the MPO's overall perspec-
tive,

According to Department of Transportation officials,
many of the problems associated with MPOs are the result of
two -factors: (1) the changed relationships and responsibil-
ities of elected officials and transit and highway officials
at the State and local levels and (2) difficulties associated
with pulling together separate and sometimes competing inter-
ests. Exacerbating the situation is the fact that changes
at the local level tend to come slowly, simply because any
attempt at building new institutions is inevitably a slow
ptocess. )

MPO PROGRAMING AND FUNDING AUTHORITY
IS LIMITED -

~ Although most transportation officials believe that a
regional organization such as the MPO is needed to bring
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about the.type of coordinated planning process the regulaf
tions proposed, many believe that the MPOs do not have
sufficient authority to carry out their coordinating role.

‘Most MPOs, including all of those in our review, have.
only limited programing authority. MPOs can neither imple-
ment projects themselves nor force a local jurisdiction to
implement any TSM project it does not wish to implement even
though such projects would help to achieve regional goals and
and objectives. Generally, a local legislative body, such as
a city council, must approve any projects undertaken within
its Jurlsd1ct10n before they can be 1mplemented even though
the plans have been endorsed by the MPO. “Therefore, imple-
mentation of specific improvements, even thoughvthey ‘may have:
been indicated by studies of TSM strategles, is a process over
whlch the MPO has little control. B » -

 The regulatlons dld establlsh a link between planning
and project implementation by requiring that each urban area
develop a priority listing of near-term transportat1on im-
provements as part of the planning process. According to the
requlations, those.projects included in the .TSM plan that’
have the greatest positive effects on system efficiency -
should receive priority in the program documents.  Although
some local transportation officials -disagreed, most bel1eved
~ that the MPO did not, could not, and should not establish
priorities for transportation projects. Most believed the
local. jurlsdlctlons and the operating agencies were in.a -
better position to establish priorities because the 1ocal
Jurlsdlctlons provide the funds and the operating agen01es
are. more fam1l1ar w1th what should be done. .

MPOs generally do not have the author1ty or ablllty
to fund or support TSM projects. MPOs, including those in
all seven urban areas reviewed, generally do not have taxing
authority; ‘therefore, ‘they do not have their own source of
funds. In addition, they have little control over the funds
provided directly to.the local jurisdictions and agencies for
implementing - projects. - Funding of projects" 1s usually pro-
vided by the Federal Government with matchlng funds- provided
by State and ‘local governments, Although the MPO must re-
.view and concur in a local agéncy's request for Federal
funds, the MPO's ability to use this power to effect changes,
in the plannlng process or the’ type - of projects belng im-
‘plemented is limited.

The regulations do give the MPO some control over local
programing and funding. The joint regulations make MPOs
responsible not only for coordlnatlng development of 'the .
plans but also for the programing. documents. CTo relatevthe,
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planning and programing processes, the regulations require
that projects in the programing documents be drawn from}the
TSM and long-range plans. The regulations further require
that the projects included in the programing documents be
endorsed by the MPO before the projects can be eligible to
receive Federal funds. Therefore, if an agency did not
cooperate with the MPO, in theory its projects could be ex-
cluded from the programing document and thus ineligible for
Federal funds. This requirement for MPO endorsement 1is the
basis for any potential power MPOs may have.

However, MPOs generally have not used that power. Sev-
eral reasons could account for this. First, the MPO's exis-
tence depends to some extent on participation of the local
jurisdictions and agencies within its boundaries and its
ability to maintain a good working relationship with them.
Second, the MPO is made up of local elected officials, who
generally attempt to maximize the amount of Federal funds
the area receives and thus are reluctant to exclude projects
from the programing document because the urban area may not
receive some Federal funds for which it is eligible. F1-
nally, the MPO's ability to establish project priorities
for the urban area is hindered by fragmentation of the
planning and programing process within the urban area.

Federal, State, and local officials are generally

. oprosed to giving the MPO additional authority because
they view such an action as (1) an infringemeéent on State
and local rights or (2) creating another level of govern-
ment that would result in more paperwork and delays. Some
of them also believe that additional funding and programing
authority should not be given to the MPO because it 1s not
elected by people who can hold it accountable for its
actions. In addition, the Senate Committe on Public Works.
and the House Committee on Public Works and Transportation
opposed provisions 0of the Department of Transportation's
proposed planning regulations, published in November 1974,
that gave the MPO more direct programing and budgeting
authority because they viewed the proposed MPO authority
as too specific and exceeding the intent of the Congress.,

MPO ABILITY TO INFLUENCE THE PLANNING
PROCESS IS LIMITED

Because MPOs have not been given sufficient authority,
they have had to rely on their persuasive powers to influence
the transportation planning process. In most cases, these
persuasive powers have been insufficient to bring about coor-
dination of the planning process. The MPO's ability to in-
fluence local governments and transportation agencies has
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been limited by (1) the existing relationship between FHWA
and UMTA and the State and .local implementing agencies, (2)
the voluntary nature of local agencies and jurisdictions'
participation in the planning process, and (3) the State and
local governments and agencies' perception of the MPO as an
agency created to satisfy a Federal requirement.

ExistinQVFederal, State, and local
planning relationships

The traditional relationship among the local operating
agencies, States, and UMTA and FHWA has limited the MPOs' in-
fluence over local agencies and their ability to coordinate
a rational decisionmaking process among local transportation
authorities. The MPO should provide a forum where negotia-
tions could take place ‘among local transit, highway, and
other government officials to arrive at the most efficient
allocation of the region's flnanc1al resources.

Local modal agencies, however, are accustomed to the
traditional lines of communication which exist between them
and their State or FHWA and UMTA. The local transit agencies:
usually work directly with UMTA representatives. - The local
highway agencies usually work with FHWA through the States'
departments of highways or transportatlon. Therefore, MPOs
are often. bypassed completely in the negotiations. between the
local agencies and either. the State highway agencies or FHWA
and UMTA, and as a result the planning and programing process
is often .fragmented and trade-offs that would benefit the over-
all reglon may not occur. Instead, the type of projects pro-
gramed in urban areas continue to reflect the tradltlonal
priorities of the modal operating agencies. :

Particigation in MPO is voluntary

Another factor which has weakened the MPO's influence
is that. frequently a jurisdiction's or agency's participa-
tion in the MPO is voluntary. If an organization does not
participate in- the planning process, it feels no obligation
to implement those projects suggested by the process. One
MPO official conceded that his organlzatlon is only an ad-
visory group because many local agencies are not represented
on the MPO board and as such are not bound to accept the MPO's
recommendations. A State transportation official stated that
cities can withdraw or threaten to withdraw from the MPO at
any time and, as a result, the MPO's powers are limited.
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State and local officials' perception
of the MPO

Many State and.local officials believe that the MPO was
established merely to satisfy a Federal requirement. The
MPO's ability to influence the transportation planning pro-
cess depends to a great extent on its value and acceptance
as perceived by the other participants in the process..

State and local officials in all the urban areas re-
viewed percelved the MPOs value as llmlted because of one
or more of the following factors: ,

—-The MPO staff does not have needed technical skllls

~--The number of local jurlsdlctlons and agencres 1n—.!.
‘volved in the transportation planning process is too
large to coordinate effectlvely .

, ;--The representatlon of local Jurlsdlctlons in the MPO
R ¥ - not equltable. _

“‘ Technlcal SklllS lnadequate

Some State and 1ocal OfflClalS in the areas rev1ewed
percelved the MPO as lacking the technical skills necessary
for ~short- range plannlng According. .to these off1c1als,
detalled knowledge or understandlng of the - operatlng charac-‘
teristics of the various transportatlon modes was needed for
effectlve short—range plannlng.: They generally believed that
the. operatlng agencies, not the MPO,- have staff w1th the
needed technlcal skllls and abllltles.~ ; ; : :

FHWA and UMTA recognlze that MPOs may hot have the ex-
pertlse needed to.do certain. types of. short-range, opera-. .
tional, plannlng. ‘They believe 'the operatlng agencies should.
do th1s type of plannlng if ‘they have the expertlse and have
encouraged MPOS to.-pass on some of the Federal plannlng funds -
to. . local agenc1es for thlS purpose.yru" : :

Number of;part1c1pants too’ large .jV.f'

}‘ Urban transportatlon plannlng requlres the cooperat1on :
of organlzatlons responS1ble ‘for plannlng,‘lmplementlng, S
operating;, and malntalnlng a varlety of transportation facil-
itieg. and: systems. - In Los Angeles, local transportation of-
flClalS belleve that the sheer size of the urban area and -
the number of Jurlsdlctlons and agencies involved in the .
process. hlndered the MPO's ability to coordinate. the process
effectively.. The’ Los Angeles area MPO is comprlsed of ‘130
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agencies and jurisdictions. In comparison, the number of
agenCies and jurisdictions in the other MPOs included in
our review ranged from 7 to 26.

Agency representation inequitable__

Representatives of many agencies and Jurisdictions which
comprise MPOs 4o not believe that the MPO provides an equi-
table forum for cooperative decisionmaking. Officials of
small jurisdictions believe that the large, dominant cities
can and have unduly influenced the MPO. Officials of larger
jurisdictions, on the other hand, did not believe they were
adequately represented by the MPO because they have no
greater weight in the MPO voting structure than the smaller
jurisdictions, although they usually represent a substan-
“tially greater proportion of the population in the urban
area,

'LACK OF REGIONAL CONSTITUENCY

Many transportatlon officials and experts believe that
the lack of a regional constituency is another reason why .
areaw1de, intermodal ‘TSM prOJects have not been undertaken.

A regional constituency for TSM projects has not devel—
oped because ‘(1) the planning process does not include those
groups which could form a base of public support and (2) TSM
projects do not result in the construction of highway or
transit facilities which ‘would create jobs or provide large
‘amounts of Federal funds to the region. The categorically
funded programs. that traditionally support transportation
'prOJects have large, organized, clearly defined constituen-
cies. The Federal highway program has support from State
and local highway agencies, departments of public works,
city off1c1als, and private industry; the Federal transit
program has support from transit operators, city officials
and equity groups.. On the other hand, TSM projects collec-
tively do not have the support of any particular profes-.
sional group or civi¢c leaders, although some individual
TSM projects may have a particular advocacy group. For
example, a project to create an automobile-restricted
zone within the central city may be supported by environ-.
mental groups. However, such a project is likely to be.
opposed by area merChants and the general public because
it is restrictive and aims at changing the travel habits
of auto users, as happened in two of the urban areas in-
cluded in our reView.

_ Transportation planning in urban areas requires the
cooperation of organizations responsible for planning,
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implementing, operating, and maintaining a variety of
transportation facilities and systems. In addition to the
transit, highway, and traffic engineering agencies, the reg-
ulations encourage the involvement of other community organi-
zations. Although most TSM projects can be carried out by
one or more of the local transportatlon agencies, some cannot
Such strategies as ridesharing programs, variable work hour
schedules, and parking and toll rate changes require the-
cooperation of others, such as employers, merchants, police
departments, taxi operators, parking authorltles, and the
general publlc.

In most cases, representatives of groups and organiza-
tlons other than local governments and highway, traffic,
and transit agencies do not participate regularly in the
planning process. In three of the seven areas we reviewed,
no such other groups participated regularly in the planning
process., In the remaining four areas, selected groups, but
not all groups, participated. For example, in Philadelphia
special interest groups and organizations such as chambers
of commerce, parking authorities, and taxi companies but
no general public or law enforcement representatives parti-
cipate in the planning process. The Los Angeles and Phoenix
planning processes, on the other hand, provide for general
public representation but not for representation by the other
special interest groups or organizations.

TSM projects must have public support before they can
be approved by the local transportation decisionmaker. Local
officials in all the areas we reviewed stated that they were
not able to implement projects that may be controversial.
Therefore, MPOs have followed a cautlous approach,; tending
to shy away from controversial issues. ‘One local official-
stated, for example, that the MPO structure does not allow
controversial TSM projects to be considered because 1t is
-comprised of elected officials who will not disrupt people's

'wdriving habits if they want to get reelected. Another Offl-

«cial believed that transportatlon planning required some.
hard choices that the MPO is unable to make. This official
stated that the MPO's lack of power becomes evident when it
tries to push a hard transportation choxce, such as a tax on
parklng

Addltlonal public support for more controversial pro-
]ects might develop if the planning process included those
"agencies and organizations, such as local merchants, that can
-affect the outcome of TSM projects. Including these groups
in ‘the planning process mlght also reduce opposition that
often develops after projects are planned. 1In.a 1977 speech
on TSM, the FHWA Director of Highway Planning stated that:
bringing representatlves of such diverse groups as merchants,
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employers, and the general public into the early phases of
the TSM planning process can help to identify and nurture
informed support for the whole range of TSM projects, especi-
ally ‘those that restrict the use of low~occupancy vehicles.,
He also pointed out that several downtown transitways had
come about in this manner, with merchants wanting better ser-
vice reliability and with citizens wanting more pleasant
surroundings. Those groups that provide or are affected by
transportation decisions should be included in the planning
of TSM projects, and the MPO, as planning coordinator, needs
to make sure these groups are represented and participate in
the plannlng process.‘

CONCLUSIONS -

FHWA and UMTA are responsible for rev1ew1ng and evaluat-
ing the transportation planning process in each urban area
to determine ‘if the process has met the planning requirements,
thus making the  area eligible to receive FHWA and UMTA capital
and operating funds. ©One of these reguirements is that urban
areas establish a coordinated transportation planning- process.
MPOs generally do not. have sufficient authority to require
that coordinated transportation projects be implemented, and
most MPOs have not established a coordinated regional deClSlon—
maklng process, as illustrated by the follow1ng factors.

First, short—range transportatlon plannlng is generally
being done independently by each local agency and jurisdic-
tion within urban arecas. The result is a TSM plan that is a
compilation of individual plans rather than an overall, uni-
fied plan that has been developed from a coordinated trans-
portation planning process,

Second, groups that provide or are affected by the
area's transportation services are frequently not included
in the planning process. As a result, regional constit-
uencies for TSM actions have not developed, controversial
actions are not considered feasible by local officials, and
projects are often opposed after planning is completed.

RECOMMENDATION

To promote coordination of the urban transportation
planning process, the Secretary of Transportation should
require FHWA and UMTA to not approve an urban area's plan-
ning process until the area has shown that the plan (1) is
an overall, unified plan for the urban area resulting from
a coordinated process and (2) includes input from those
groups or agencies that provide or are affected by the
area's transportation plan.
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AGENCY COMMENTS AND OUR EVALUATION

Depar tment officials agreed that the MPO must include
all appropriate parties in the planning process. However,
they believe that this can be achieved best through con-
tinued development of the process rather than through con-
frontation. We agree that cooperation rather than confron-
tation can and should be used to encourage an improved
planning process. However, the Department should not con-
tinue to approve planning processes that do not comply with
the regulations' regquirements, Approval of processes that
are not in compliance with the regulations can mislead
local officials into believing their planning process is
acceptable, adding to confusion concerning the regulations
and making it more difficult for the Department to take cor-
rective actions in the future. After urban areas have been
notified of deficiencies in the planning process and given
a reasonable time for making changes, the Department should
use the other methods available to it for bringing about com-
pliance with the regulations. :

The regulations provide that the Department can either
not approve or conditionally approve planning processes that
do not comply with the regulations. Conditional approval
could be done by selectively withholding funds for specific
programs or combinations of programs. Because the approval
process 1s the only means the Department has to make sure
that urban areas comply with the regulations, we believe the
Depar tment should use the process to encourage local action.

32



CHAPTER 5

IMPEDIMENTS TO TSM PROJECT IMPLEMENTATION

Federal funds were not increased nor was a specific
set-aside of funds made when the TSM requirements were
adopted to encourage urban areas to implement intermodal,
areawide TSM projects, including those innovative TSM pro-
jects that would encourage the public to use existing trans-
portation systems more efficiently.

TSM projects as well as traditional transportation pro-
jects, such as transit operating assistance and highway con-
struction, can be funded through a number of existing Federal
programs. However, the need for or desirability of tradi-
tional transportation projects beat out many TSM projects in
the competition for Federal funds.

In addition, TSM projects supporting ridesharing and
high-occupancy vehicle use are not being implemented in
some instances because some Federal, State, and local laws
and regulations prohibit or discourage their use.

FEDERAL TRANSPORTATION FUNDS
FACILITATING TSM IMPLEMENTATION

UMTA and FHWA carry out research and development pro-
grams that support the development and testing of innovative
TSM projects. In addition, UMTA's discretionary grant pro-
gram can be used to support innovative TSM projects. Support
from these sources could help to overcome opposition to pro-
jects that attempt to change public driving habits. '

States and numerous localities participate in the FHWA
research and development program. Research under this pro-
gram is performed by commercial firms, universities, associ-
ations and institutions, and several Federal agencies in
addition to FHWA and State highway agencies. One of the
program's major research areas--reduction of traffic con-
gestion and improved operational efficiency--is particu-
larly supportive of TSM projects. The research in this area
is concerned with improving design for new facilities and
greatly increasing the operational efficiency of existing
highways (more people per vehicle) and by keeping the
demand-capacity relationship balanced through signal timing
and rerouting of traffic.

Support for TSM projects is also provided by UMTA's

research program, which has a demonstration activity that
introduces and analyzes innovative actions to improve
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public transportation services in. an operating environment.
The demonstrations normally last for 2 to 3 years and are
fully funded. The grant recipients are local sponsors who
conduct the demonstration subject to evaluation by third
parties. In addition to these individual projects, from
January to May 1979, UMTA sponsored five workshops across
the Nation on techniques for improving productivity and per-
formance of transit operations. One of the workshops' goals
was to provide a forum for transit operators to learn what
other transit operators have done to improve their systems'
operating efficiency and effectiveness.

An UMTA official said UMTA's research has developed a
number of techniques that could improve efficiency and effec-
tiveness of transit operations but the transit industry has
not widely adopted these techniques. Another UMTA official
agreed that a number of techniques developed under UMTA's
research effort had not been widely adopted, but he believed
continued UMTA research support of these techniques would
promote their adoption.

Other UMTA officials, however, doubt that innovative
TSM projects can be adequately supported through UMTA's
research program. In 1976, UMTA's Administrator commented
on the problems and needs surrounding the funding of TSM,
particularly the innovative, areawide, intermodal projects.
He said that most transit operators simply cannot--consid-
ering their spiraling deficits and funding agency pres-
sures—-free UMTA transit assistance funds for innovative
TSM implementation, especially where additional cost 1is
involved. He said it was impossible for UMTA to use the
research and demonstration program to stimulate direct TSM
activity throughout the country, as the appropriations will
never be large enough. He believed that the answer may be
for the Congress to give UMTA sufficient transit operating
assistance funding to award at its discretion to stimulate
TSM operations broadly throughout the country. Such fund-
ing would also alleviate the need to spend research funds
on proven techniques that will not be adopted.

In 1978, the Congress did give UMTA a mechanism to
stimulate TSM operations. The Surface Transportation
Assistance Act of 1978 (Public Law 95-599) amended the
Urban Mass Transportation Act of 1964 to establish a new
section 4(1), which allows a portion of UMTA's discretion-
ary grant program funds to be set aside to support innova-
tive public transportation projects.

UMTA program officials believe this section could give
urban areas an incentive to do more innovative TSM projects,
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Funding. of this program in fiscal year 1980, for example,
could have provided:-about $16 million in Federal funds.
However, the Department did-not ask the Congress to fund
this section in its fiscal year 1980 appropriations because
it believed these prOJects could  be supported through UMTA's
demonstratlon act1v1ty.. “ ‘

INNOVATIVE - AREAWIDE" TSM PROJECTS
NOT COMPETITIVE B

Desplte the potential benefits to be reallzed from in-
novative, - areawide TSM. prOJects, Federal, State, and local
transportation off1c1als agree that these projects generally
are not being undertaken. - One of - the primary.reasons is that
such TSM projects cannot compete for ‘Federal funds against
such traditional projects as transit operating assistance,
bus and railcar replacement, highway construction, and non-
innovative TSM.projects such as local traffic signaling and
bus. route expansion. - All projects-—traditional as well as
innovative, areawide TSM projects--must compete for UMTA's

formula and discretionary grant asistance funds and FHWA's
Federal a1d hlghway funds.

These Federal fundlng sources are generally not being
used to support innovative, areawide TSM projects because
(1) traditional transportation projects have priority in
all urban areas, (2) large new construction and equipment
purchases have widespread public:and: political support and
result’ in more Federal dollars-and employment. opportunities
in urban.areas, and (3) Federal funding programs and require-
ments tend to favor the use of Federal funds for the more
capital- 1nten51ve pro;ects . .

, Trad1t10nal transportatlon prOJects have prlorlty in
urban areas because many areas are hard pressed just to
fund those prOJects that will keep their- existing trans-
portation system maintained and' operational. For example,
Pittsburgh transportation officials said one.of the biggest
problems facing implementing agencies when . a new program
like TSM comes along is that existing needs account for

all available funding--no funds are left over to afford
addltlonal pro;ects.

Innovatlve, areaw1de TSM progects also cannot compete
against traditional projects . for Federal funds because .
innovative projects. generally do. not have public and poli-
tical acceptance.  TSM projects are likely to be opposed
because many of them, such as parking restrictions, auto-
mobile restricted zones and exclusive lanes for buses
and carpools, attempt to change public driving habits or.
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restrict low- -occupancy vehlcle use, On the other: hand,,.v
major capital improvements to the transportation system
frequently have public and political benefits, such as new
jobs, expansion or rehabllltatlon of transportation re-.
sources, and new sources of revenue. UMTA officials have-
said that even though TSM projects may be relatively low
cost, many are very risky and local elected officials will
choose a more conventlonal ‘project even if it costs much
mor ‘.‘“ . .

m

The Energy Coordlnatlng Counc11, 1/ in its. proposal

for a natlonal ridesharing- program, noted a similar problem .
with ridesharing--a TSM strategy. ' They said that one rea-
son ridesharing programs are not being developed is the dis-
interest or inability of most: State and local governments 'to
spend Federal aid hlghway funds on :such activities. They
said. that although most .all of the costs. of developing ride-
sharlng programs-can be underwritten with 90 percent Federal
fundlng, only a very small amount has been spent for such
»purposes. L o :

‘The nature of many TSM prOJects-—lnexpen51ve to 1mple-
ment, but costly to operate——ls another reason why TSM pro-
ject$s are not being implemehted. Transportatlon officials
believe that becaise essentlally the ‘'same Federal redgliire-
ments are impoésed on low-and high-cost projeécts, it is pref-
erable to apply for Federal: funds. for a high-cost pro;ect
For 1nstance, San Dlego transportatlon officials said it
costs ' almost:the same’ in. terms*of time'and’ paperwork to. . -
receive a grant for $10,000 as it does for $100,000 or
$1 million. A Dallas transportation official said that
Federal-aid urban funds were not being used to support
low-cost, ilnnovative projects because of high overhead
costs associated with the TSM program. = FHWA headquarters
off1c1als said they have communicated to their field of-
fices simplified Federal-aid project procedures for smaller
TSM . prOJects.' But FHWA field representatives said red tape
causes Federal-aid urban funds’ generally to be used forl
larger prOJects rather than TSM: prOJects.

l/The Energy Coordlnatlng Council was established in 1977
by ‘the Department '0of Transportation as-a result of the
Department of.-Energy Organization Act. The Council helps
. to develop and promote energy conservation programs within
the Department.and is composed of all the Assistant Secre-
taries and Administrators of its operating agencies. The.
.Council-has formed a number of task forces, one  of which
is on rldesharlng. ' ‘
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The high operational cost of such TSM projects hinders
their ‘implementation. TSM projects, such.as strict enforce-
ment of reserved transit right-of-ways, elimination of on--
street parking, and restrictions on .downtown truck delivery
during peak hours, may require ‘substantial operating funds
but littleor no funds for c¢onstruction. or equipment pur-
chases. State and local officials’ perceive that it is easier
to get Federal fundsifor capital projects and UMTA's grant '
programs provide a larger share of Federal funds for capital-
intensive projects. sFor instance, as a.California official
noted, some TSM projects require continuous funding for
Voperatlons rather than a lump sum to construct a project
and experience has shown that it is-easier to get Federal
funds for a capital project. .Also, an UMTA regional offi-
cial said local officials find 1t very difficult to believe
that UMTA is serious: about TSM as long as it continues to
require 50-percent State and local matching funds- for op=-
erating assistance pfojects and only 20-percent State and
local matchlng funds for large, capltal 1nten51ve prOJects.

ALTERNATIVES FOR PROMOTING TSM

Most Federal, State, and local transportatlon off1c1als
believe-more needs to be done to promote TSM projects, but
--they.-do not agree on what needs to be done. Slightly more.

: M,than half of the representatives of about 30 Federal, State,

and loecal+ agenc1es ‘believed that many TSM projects would not
be ‘implemented unless additional funds or a set-aside of
~ existing funds were made available for that purpese. 1In

. other words; these officials believed another categorical

!;program was -the solution. -According to some of these offi-
cials, a Federal set-aside .or specific TSM program would
be ‘a 'good incentive for local pollt1c1ans and planners to

con51der TSM projects., . : :

, On.the'other hand, about half of the 30 agency repre-
- sentatives believed that there should not be any more cate-
~-gorical programs. One agency representative stated that he
opposed separate TSM funding because categorical grant ‘pro-
grams tend to -create. false priorities and usually do not
address-the area's most pressing needs. ‘ :

Many transoortatlon OfflClalS who oppose a TSM categorL-
cal program belleve ‘increased Federal funding flexibility
-would-promote TSM projects. For instance, Dallas transpor-
tation officials said there was a need for more flexibility
in Federal  -funding. They believed that the limited amount
and ‘categorical naturé of Federal funding may preclude some
TSM projects from being taken. - However, they also believed
a-categorical program for TSM projects would be helpful in
‘getting more TSM projects-implemented.
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An alternatlve solut1on for promotlng TSM 1mplementa—.
~tion proposed by some transportation officials was a system
of rewards based on meeting performance standards. For -
instance, Federal transportation officials said that incen-
tives for increased productivity may promote innovative TSM
" projects. They said that incentives should .be such that re-
ductlons in resource requirements are rewarded at the local
“wlhevel. “For example, 1f an:area can demonstrate.a reduction
“«in-"vehicle miles traveled, then 1t,shquld,be rewarded; and,
if an area . can demonstrate an increase in transit producti-
vity, then the area should be rewarded. Before such a system
cOuld'be’implemented . however, approprlate perfornance stan-
dards would need to be developed :

“TSM PROJECTS ‘MIGHT. BE TAKEN AS AL RESULT
OF*OTHER FEDERAL INITIATIVES s

Transportatlon off1c1als belleve the Federal clean air
requirements and the current energy situation may increase
the number of areawide, intermodal, and innovative TSM pro-
jects 1mplemented | ' ‘ ‘ S

.. The Clean Air Act Amendments of . 1977 requ1re State and
local governments to revise air: quality. plans for all .areas
‘where national ambient air guality standards have not been -
-attained. The States were to have submitted the plans-re=~
guired to the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) by Jan-
vary 1, 1979. - These revised plans must provide for attain-
ment . of natlonal ‘ambient air quality standards by 1982 or,
in some cases where severe problems exist, by . not later than
1987, These plans must. also provide for incremental reduc-
.tions-in emissions between the tlme the plans are submitted
and the Jattainment deadline. ,

. The Department of Transportation.and EPA agree that
the plans will require transportation controls in many urban
areas.. The controls can ‘include TSM strategies .such as park-
ing restrictions and special -high-occupancy vehlcle lanes,
de51gned to reduce. emissions from transportation-related
“sources by means of structural and operational changes' in
“'the transoortatlon system. ‘

The leglsldtlon did not require. that transportatlon
control strategies be adopted, only that they be considered.
However, States must comply with the air quality standards
by certain dates. If EPA determines that by.these dates the
minimum requ1rements of the law have not been met, it can
invoke certain sanctions. These -sanctions include prohlblt-
ing new facilities that would be new stationary 'sources of
air pollution from locatlng in the area and withholding cer-
tain Federal funds, 1nclud1ng hlghway funds, from the area.

38



Current energy conservation efforts may also increase
the number of areawide, intermodal, and innovative TSM pro-
jects implemented. One aspect of energy conservation efforts
is a State energy conservation program which was established
through enactment of the Energy Policy and Conservation Act
of 1975 (Public Law 94-163).. This program enables States to
enter into .a voluntary, cooperatlve effort with the Federal
Government to further: the State's energy conservation ef-
forts. If a State participates in the program, then it must
develop and implement a State energy plan, which must in--
clude, among other things, actions to promote the availabil-
ity and use: of carpools, vanpools, and public transportation.

. While transportation authorities believe air quality
requirements and energy conservation efforts may increase
the number of areawide TSM projects undertaken, they caution
that transportation objectives, such as improving worker
mobility, may be overshadowed and negatively affected.

EXISTING LEGAL:PROVISIONS HINDER
IMPLEMENTATION OF RIDESHARING PROGRAMS

Varlous Federal, State, and local laws and regulatlons
hinder the implementation of TSM projects supporting in-
creased radesharing. Although Federal, State, and local
-officials are ‘making efforts to- overcome these hindrances,

many still ex1st. e : _

Some laws or regulatlons have been amended to facili-
tate ridesharing. - The Massachusetts Insurance Commission,
for ‘instance, recognized that public transportation users

~. Wwho .leave their cars-at home and’ ‘do not drive to work have

a lower insurance risk:and have been subsidizing the insur-
ance costs of automobile drivers who drive to work because
they were paying the same insurance rates. Therefore, the
‘Commission recently moved to give monthly transit passholders
discounts on their 1979 automobile insurance rates. Also,
the State of California amended its laws to permit the use

of State owned vehlcles for carooollng to and from work.

Federal hlndrances

Federal agencies, however, cannot develop a program
similar to the one in California, as Federal law does not
allow Government-owned vehicles to be used as carpools for
commuting. An official of the General Services Administra-
tion, the agency responsible for setting policies and pro-
cedures governing the use of Federal Government-owned vehi-
cles, said no efforts are currently underway to revise ex-
lsting Federal law as the State of California did.
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Federal tax laws and p011c1es, whlch have been descrlbed

as dlscrlmlnatlng against ridesharing because they were devel-
oped during a nonridesharing era, are another impediment.
For instance, commutlng expenses are borne by 1nd1v1dual com-—
mutérs; however, when an employer provides free or subsidized
parking, the employer incurs a deductible capital expense and
the employees do not incur a tax llablllty {income) .

Off1c1als 1nvolved 1n ridesharing programs have identi-
fied a number 'of problems regarding taxable income to employ-
ees and expenses for employers partlclpatlng in ridesharing
programs. . For example:

-~-When an employer provides all employees that share
' rides (transit, public express bus, private express
..bus, vanpool, carpool,; or taxipool) an incentive
" (for example, $7 per month) instead of free parking,
does this monthly incentive represent taxable in-
come to the employees? 1Is the payment a deductible
business expense for the employer?

——When an employer prov1des a free or partially subsi-
* dized bus ticket to-his employees in lieu of provid-
ing free. or subsidized parking, does that represent _
taxable income to the employees? Would thlS be a
deductible expense "to the employer?

_ The Internal Revenue Serv1ce has stated that the ‘sub-
Ject of whether, and to ‘what ‘extent, the value of various
fringe benefits, such as free employee parklng and reduced
rate. parklng, is required to be included in the rec1p1ent s
gross income. has been under active. study by Internal Revenue.
However, an Internal Revenue official indicated that it is
prohibited by the Congress (Public Law 95-427) to rule on or
modify regulatlons concerning employee commutlng expenses or
the general area of employee fringe benefits prior to 1980,
as the Congress (House Ways and Means Committee) is currently
rev1ew1ng the whole area of emplOyee fringe benefits. ‘

State hlndrances

,State“legal issues impeding implementation of rideshar-
ing programs include (1) regulation of vanpools as public '
“transportation carriers, (2) questionable application of
workers compensation coverage to employer—sponsored van-
pools, and (3) f1nanc1ng for vanpool programs.

A State hindrance to ridesharing ‘arises from the fact

that some State public service commissions or other govern-
‘mental bodies regulate vanpools as public transportation
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carriers. For instance, one State law prohibits a group of
six or more individuals from riding together to and from
their place of employment and sharing expenses unless the
group has complied with all the requirements applicable to
common motor (public transportation) carriers, such as having
to obtain a certificate of public convenience and necessity
before a single vanpool could be organized. This problem was
also noted in a May 1978 Department of Energy report entitled
"vanpooling Institutional Barriers." The report said even in
a State where certificates are expedited, it still takes 60
days from the date’ ,0f application to the granting of a per-
mit to operate, and 'most people looking for a carpool or
vanpool lose 1nterest after having to wait 2 months for per-
mission to "double up," as encouraged by Government. 1In
addition, the report stated that once permission is granted,
each vanpool must repeat the. process each time a person joins
or leaves the pool because perm1551on is required to change
routes to go to the new rider's house. Many States have
exempted or are in ‘the process of exempting commuter vanpool-
ing from State regulatlon. ‘

State workers compensation statutes protect employees
by making the employer strictly liable for employee injuries
that occur within the scope of employment. However, it is-
questionable whether this protectlon covers employees who
participate in an- employer sponsored vanpool program. Em-
ployers are concerned about the extent of corporate liabil-
ity. For instance, a company representative said his com-
pany was reluctant to introduce vanpools'without firm evi-
. dence to establish the extent of the company's" 1iability.
-Federal transportatlon officials have said that in most
Statés questions remain. as to whether the trip is covered.
by workers compensation if employers sponsor the vans but
definitive ]ud1c1a1 de0151ons are lacking.

Another 1ssue ‘raised at the State level was funding.
Transportation off1c1als in two cities said that because
of a State law. that prohlblts def1c1t financing, they were
unable to institute a vanpool program.

Local hindrances

‘Ridesharing hindrances identified at the local level
were (1) city- or county-owned vehicle usage restrictions
and (2) city building codes that require parking spaces to
be provided based on the number of bu1ldlng occupants. City
transportatlon officials in one area said insurance restric-
tions prohibit persons other than city employees from parti-
cipating in the city's vanpool program. In another city,
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transportation officials said their vanpool program was not
successful ‘because; according to a c1ty ordlnance, only city
employees can ride in 01ty vans.

Some local building codes do not support high-occupancy
vehicle programs. Los Angeles officials developed a parking
management plan that allows ‘a business to reduce its city-
‘required parking space in exchange for its commitment to en-
courage less use of singly occupied automobiles and more use
of transit and other forms of ridesharing. One such action
‘fis”fbr businesses to -designate free carpool or vanpool park-
jlng ‘spaces in their parking facilities.-- ~Another action would
f*be ‘for businesses to substitute required onsite parking spaces
at less expensive, more remote park-and-ride facilities. If
‘parking is available for singly occupied automobiles, com-
muters lack an incentive to join ridesharing programs. Of-
ficials in the areas wé visited also pointed out the need
..to change city parklng ordinances that hinder the develop—
'fment of ridesharing incentives.

“Department of Transportatlon actions
to resolve legal impediments

_ According to Department officials, the Department has
worked with the Internal Revenue Service and the General
Services Administration to resolve Federal impediments to
ridesharing, but the problems mentioned above remain. BEf-
forts are also underway to resolve State and local rideshar-
ing impediments. - For instance; FHWA's Office of Highway
Planning, which 1is respon51b1e for TSM as well as the car-
pool/vanpool program, is responsible for contract management
of a 1978 FHWA-funded study, which will research State laws
and regulations for legal impediments to ridesharing. . One
of the objectives of the study is to identify (1) obstacles
that could be-eliminated by changes -in law and (2) ‘solutions
‘to these problems which have been adopted by various States.
This 'research is to lnclude, at-a minimum, -impediments to
rldesharlng due to S B

--regulation by a State publlc utlllty or similar
commission;

.;‘-llablllty, workers compensatlon, and- 1nsurance
' laws

V:——motor vehicle codes and r1de sollcltatlon laws,
and '

-=State tax laws.
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An additional objective of the study is to draft a model law
that would ellmlnate legal impediments to ridesharing.

- Another FHWA effort initiated in 1978 was a study on
parking management techniques. Some of the parking manage-
ment strategles to be examined in phase one of this study
1nclude

——llmltatlon on offstreet parklng supply,
--parkxng taxes or surcharges, and

- --pricing pollc1es to favor short-term over long-term
parklng.

The second phase of this study will entail developing a park=-
ing management guide for State and local planners and traffic
engineers based on the work done in phase one.

P

- CONCLUSIONS

The joint planning regulations state that TSM projects
which control the flow of traffic; 1nfluence the volume,
pattern, and mix of traffic; and give priority to buses and
other h1gh occupancy vehicles may be the single most effec-
tive medsures to improve the efficiency and product1v1ty of
the entire transportation system. Yet these and other poten-
tially effectlve TSM projects generally are not, and will not
be, implemented ‘because - they cannot compete. against tradi-
tional transportation projects for Federal funds.

© Funding of section 4(i) of the Urban Mass Transportation
Act, as amended, could provide additional funds for innova=-
tive public transportation projects. However, even if this
section were funded, additional Federal funds may still be
needed to support a‘ broader range of intermodal TSM projects.

. In addition, ‘TSM projects supporting rid%sharing and
high—occupancy vehicle use are sometimes hindered because
various Federal, State, and local laws and regulatlons pro-
hibit or discourage their implementation. FHWA is support-
ing studies to identify and eliminate hindrances to ride-
sharing at the State and local levels. The Department of
Transportation has ‘also worked with other Federal agencies
to resolve Federal hindrances to ridesharing. We endorse
the Department's continued efforts to identify and elimi-
nate Federal hindrances to ridesharing, as such actions set
an example for others to follow ‘and demonstrate the Depart-
ment's commitment to the TSM pollcy.
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RECOMMENDAT IONS

To promote the implementation of innovative transporta-
tion projects the Secretary of Transportation should:

--Request funding for section 4(1) of the Urban Mass
Transportation Act, as amended, to test whether
Federal financial incéntives to State and local
governments would promote more widespread adoption

. of innovative TSM projects. Monitoring and evalua-
tion, comparable to the size and scope of the pro-
jects, should be required for all projects supported
with these funds. If funding proves to be an ‘incen-
tive, then the Department should determine whether
additional legislation is needed to provide incentives
.for projects 1nvolv1ng more ‘than ‘mass transit.

AGENCY' COMMENTS AND OUR EVALUATION

: Department officials stated that some .innovative TSM.
techniques have been developed by FHWA and UMTA, both in-
~dividually and jointly, under various Department programs
. and other innovative techniques have been developed com-
pletely through local initiative. They stated further that
some local areas are now adopting these techniques and cited
several examples of innovative projects, such as priority
lanes, computerlzed traffic 51gnal systems, and carpool and

"!'vanpool pro;ects.

We recognlze that innovative techniques have been
déveloped and implemented, but as pointed out on pages 33
through 37, such projects have not been widely adopted.
?;Innovatlve techriiques are not being more widely adopted in

'*‘many -cases because (1) local officials generally prefer to

~use the Federal funds available for more traditional trans-
fportatlon projects they believe are needed, (2) many of the
- more innovative transportation projects do not have public
acceptance because they restrict personal freedom of choice,
- and, (3) the actual or potential beneflts of such prOJects
:*are not always known.

, We belleve that fundlng of innovative prOJects joined
»w1th a’ requ1rement that projects receiving such funds be -
,;adequately monitored and evaluated may help to overcome
- these -problems.. We also believe that section 4(i) of the
Urban Mass Transportation Act, as amended, gives the Depart-

... ment of Transportation a mechanism within 1ts existing autho-

'rity to test whether Federal financial incentives would be
‘effective in promoting more widespread’ adoptlon of innova-
-.tlve technlques.
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Department officials stated that the Department is
reexamining funding of section 4(1i) of the Urban Mass
Transportation Act, as amended, in the context of its
review of the fiscal year 1981 transportation budget and
our recommendation.
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_ UMTA_AND FHWA REGULATORY LISTING OF CATEGORIES AND

ACTIONS TO BE CONSIDERED BY URBAN AREAS FOR INCLUSION

IN THE TRANSPORTATION SYSTEMS MANAGEMENT ELEMENT

a. Actions to ensure the efficient use of existing
road space through

(1) Traffic operations improvements to manage and
control the flow of motor vehicles, such as:

Channelization of traffic
One-way streets

Better signalization and progressive timing
of traffic signals

Combuterized traffic control

Metering access to freeways

Reversible traffic lanes

Other traffic engineering improvements

(2) Preferential treatment for transit and other
high-occupancy vehicles, such as:

Reserved or preferential lanes on freeways
and city streets

Exclusive lanes to  bypass congested points

Exclusive lanes at toll plazas with provi—
sion for no-stop toll collection

Conversion of selected downtown streets to
exclusive bus use

' Exclusive access ramps to freeways
Bus preemption of traffic signals

Strict enforcement of reserved transit
rights-of-way
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Special turning lanes for exemption of
‘buses from turning restrictions

(3) Appropriate provision for pedestrians and
bicycles, such as:

Bicycle paths and exclusive lanes

Pedestrian malls and other means of separat-
ing pedestrian and vehicular traffic

Secure and convenient storage areas for
bicycles

Other bicycle facilitation measures
(4) Management and control of parking through:

Elimination of on-street parking, especially
during peak-periods

Regulation of the number and price of public
and private parking spaces

Favoring parking by short-term users over
all-day commuters

Prévision of fringe and transportation cor- .
"ridor parking to facilitate transfer to
‘transit and other high-occupancy vehicles
Strict enforcement of parking restrictions
(5) Changes in work schedules, fare structure and
automobile tolls to reduce peak-period travel
and to encourage off-peak use of transportation
facilities and transit services, such as:
Staggered work hours

Flexible work hours

Reduced transit fares for off-peak transit
users

" Increased peak-hour commuter tolls on bridges
and access routes to the city

i
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b.

C.

Actions
through:

APPENDIX I
to reduce vehicle use in congested areas
Encouragement of carpooling and other forms

of ridesharing

Diversion, exclusion and metering of auto-
mobile access to specific areas

Area licenses, parking surcharges and other
forms of congestion pricing

Establishment of car-free zones and closure
of selected streets to vehicular traffic or
to through traffic «

Restrictions on downtown truck delivery

.during peak hours

Actions

to 1mprove transit serv1ce, through:

Prov1510n of better collectlon, dlstrlbu—
tion and internal circulation services
(including route-deviation and demand-
responsive services) within low-density
areas

Greater flexibility and responsiveness in

_routing, scheduling and dlspatchlng of

transit vehicles

Provision of express bus services in co-
ordination with local collection and

distribution services

Provision of extensive'park-and—ride
serices from fringe and transportation
corridor parking areas

Provisions of shuttle transit services
from fringe parking areas to downtown

‘act1v1ty centers

Encouragement of jitneys and other flexible
paratran51t services and their integration
in the metropolltan public transportatlon
system
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d'

APPENDIX I

Simplified fare collection systems and

policies

~ Provision of shelters and other passenger

amenities

Better passenger information systems and
services '

Actions to increase internal transit management
efficiency, such as:

Improving marketing

Developing cost accounting and other
management tools to improve decision-
making

EStablishing maintenance policies that
assure greater equipment reliability

Using surveillance and communications
technology to develop real time moni-

B toring and control capability
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LISTING OF PRINCIPAL SOURCES

CONTACTED DURING REVIEW

Office of the Secretary of Transportatlon-
Headquarters

Urban Mass Transportation Administration:
Headquarters
Region IITI, Philadelphia, Pennsylvanla
Region VI, Ft. Worth, Texas .
Region IX, San Francisco,. California

Federal Highway Administration:

Headquarters

Region III, Baltimore, Maryland

Region VI, Ft. Worth, Texas
Division Office,.Austin, Texas
Division Office, Santa Fe, New Mexico

‘Region IX, San Francisco, California
Division Office, Phoenix, Arizona
Division Office, Sacramento, California

Departmentaof Energy:
- Headquarters

Environmental Protection Agency:
Headquarters :

Albuquerque, New Mexico, Urbanized Area:
City of Albuquerque
- County of Bernalillo
Middle Rio Grande Council of Governments
Sun-Tran

Dallas Ft. Worth, Texas, Urbanized Area:
. CITRAN (City of Ft. Worth Tran51t)
‘5C1ty of Arlington’
City of Dallas
. City of Ft. Worth
. Dallas Transit System '
North Central Texas Council of Governments
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Los Angeles, California, Urbanized Area:
City of Los Angeles
City of Pasadena
County of Los Angeles
Long Beach Public Transportation Company
Los Angeles County Transportation Commission
Orange County Transportation District _
Southern California Association of Governments
Southern California Rapid Transit District

Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, Urbanized Area:
City of Philadelphia
Delaware River Port Authority
Delaware Valley Regional Planning Commission
Southeastern Pennsylvania Transportation Authority

Phoenix, Arizona, Urbanized Area:
City of Phoenix
County of Maricopa
Maricopa Association of Governments
Phoenix Public Transit System -

Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania, Urbanized Area:
City of Pittsburgh
County of Allegheny
Port Authority of Allegheny County (PATransit)
Southwestern Pennsylvania Regional Planning Commission

San Diego, California, Urbanized Area:
Chula Vista Transit
City of Chula Vista
City of San Diego
Comprehensive Planning Organization
County of San Diego
Metropolitan Transit Development Board
San Diego Transit ‘ '

State Transportation ‘Agencies:
Arizona Department of Transportation
California Department of Transportation
New Mexico State Highway Department
Pennsylvania Department of Transportation
Texas State Department of Highways and Public
Transportation
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Others:
Center for Public Policy and Admlnlstratlon,
California State University, Long Beach
Institute of Transportation Studies
University of California, Berkeley
University of California, Irvine
Massachusetts Instltute of Technology
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'OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF TRANSPORTATION
WASHINGTON, D.C., 20%90

<
O R 3
Ry

ASSISTANT SECRETARY . .
TION
FOR ADMINISTRA‘ July 30, 1979 B

Mr. Henry Eschwege

Director :

Community and Economic
Development Division _

U.S. General Accounting Office

Washington. D.C. 20548

. Dear Mr. Eschweée .

We have enclosed two copies of the Department of Transportation's
(DOT) reply to the General Accounting Office (GAO) draft report.
Federal Efforts to Make Better Use of Existing Urban Transportation
Resources Need to Be Strengthened. The Department is in general
agreement with GAO's conclusions and recommendations. As the report
indicates, DOT already is pursuing several of the actions recommended
by GRO, _ ' : o

If we can further assist you, please let us know.

Sincerely,

Enclosures’

SPEED . . ’ —
LIMIT
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION REPLY
- 1 |
GAO DRAFT REPORT OF JULY 1979
oN

FEDERAL EFFORTS TO MAKE BETTER USE OF EXISTING URBAN
" TRANSPORTATION RESOURCES -NEED TO BE STRENGTHENED

SUMMARY OF GAO FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The General Accounting Office (GAO) report examines the transporta-
tion systems management (TSM) element of the transportation plan.
The TSM element is to provide for the short-range transportation
needs of urbanized areas by making efficient use of existing
transportation resources and by identifying traffic engineering,
regulatory, pricing, management, operational and other improve-
ments to the existing urban transportation system. The joint
planning regulations, which include this requirement, were
published in the Federal Register on September 17, 1975 by the

. Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Urban Mass
Transportation Adm1n1strat1on (UMTA)

The report includes a number of recommendatlons designed to strengthen
Federal efforts to make better use of existing urban transportation
resources. The conclusions and recommendations address three

major aspects related to implementation of TSM projects: (1) joint
FHWA and UMTA administration; (2) the Metropolitan Planning
Organizations' (MPOs) ability to coordinate the planning process,

and (3) impediments to the introduction of innovative TSM projects.

The GAO concludes that Federal administration of the urban -

- transportation planning process needs to be better coordinated
and that urban areas need to establish specific measurable
objectives and do more comprehensive monitoring and evaluation of
projects to better assess the impact of individual TSM projects
and combinations of projects. GAO recommends that FHWA and UMTA
reach agreement on the definition, scope, objectives and require-
ments of TSM, fully integrate the planning and review functions
of FHWA and UMTA, work with State and local officials to develop
specific measurable objectives and continue their efforts to improve
project monitoring and evaluation techniques.

GAO believes that better coordination of the urban transportation
planning process is needed. They point out, however, that MPOs
generally do not have sufficient authority to require that
coordinated TSM projects be implemented and that most MPOs have
not established a regional decisionmaking process because TSM
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transportation planning frequently is done by each local agency

and jurisdiction within an urbanized area. They note that groups
that could contribute to the process are not involved in the
planning process. . GAO recommended that the Secretary require

that FHWA and UMTA not approve (certify) an urbanized area planning
process until the area has shown that the plan is an overall
unified plan resulting from a coordinated process and includes
input from groups or agencies that could "provide or are affected
by the area's transportation plan."

GAO concludes that some potentially effective transportation system
management projects are not viable competitors for Federal funds,
and that some ridesharing activities may be constrained by Federal,
State or local laws and regulations. They recommend that the
Secretary of Transportation request funding for innovative transit
projects from section 4(i) of the Urban Mass Transportation Act,

as amended. They suggest that even if section 4(i) were funded,
there might still be a need for additional Federal funds to

support a broader range of intermodal TSM projects. GAO further
recommended that 00T continue to work with other agencies to
eliminate existing Federal laws, regulations and po11c1es that
hinder ridesharing.

SUMMARY OF DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION POSITION

The Department-of Transportation is in general agreement with GAO's -
conclusions and recommendations. As the report indicates, DOT
already is pursuing several of the actions recommended by GAO.

The report, however, does not fully recogn1ze the subtleties of
the planning requirements and the framework in which the joint
planning regulations were developed. The various types of local
political structures, the nature of the Federal, State and local
relationships, and the appropriate Federal role in seeking re-
direction of planning efforts were all considerations in the
development of the regulations. [See GAO note 1.]

GAO also maintains that the regulations have had little impact
on the planning process and the projects being implemented.

We believe that the TSM requirement has had a positive effect

on the planning process and there has been a definite shift from
the previous almost exclusive focus on long-range planning to
consideration and implementation of projects responsive to -
short-range problems of urbanized areas. Planning, especially
TSM planning, is by nature an evo]ut1onary process and we have
seen significant changes and improvement since 1975.

The report fails to mention the Department's alternatives analysis
requirement for major urban mass transportation investments
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which reinforces our commitment to TSM by local officials.  As a
condition of Federal assistance for major rail investments, the
policy requires that alternative’ investment strategies be con-
sidered in order to determine which investment best serves the
lTocality's transportation needs, promotes its social, economic,
environmental and urban development goa1s, and supports national
aims and objectives. The policy requires the analysis to include
consideration of a range of alternatives, including improvements
involving better management and operat1on of the existing street
and highway network, e.g., through provision of reserved lanes for
buses and other h1gh occupancy veh1c1es. [See GAO note 2.]

Finally, TSM is not going to be effect1ve without close cooperat1on
of the Federal Government and local and State governments. The
recommendations, however, focus almost exclusively on DOT actions.

[See -GRO note 3.]
POSITION STATEMENT

(1) . Joint Federal Administration -
" GAO recommendation:

Require FHWA and UMTA to reach agreement on the definition, scope,

objectives, and requirements of the TSM requlations and be sure

that the results are communicated clearly and consistently to

their regional staff and State and local officials responsible
~for carrying out the planning process.

Take steps to make certain that the planning and review functions
of the two agencies are fully integrated so that (1) State and -
local officials are provided with consistent Federal ‘direction -
and (2) urban area planning processes are rev1ewed from a tota]
transportat1onegystem perspect1ve

: Regu1re FHWA and UMTA to work w1th State and local officials in
developing specific measurable transportation objectives that are
aimed at 1mproying'existing urban transportation resources.

FHWA and UMTA should-continue their efforts at improving transporta-
tion project monitoring and evaluation techniques to assist State
and Tocal officials in developing techn1qges apprqpr1ate for
part1cu1ar urban areas.

DOT generally agrees with and supports these recommendat1ons
The Department will provide additional guidance to clarify the

. TSM concept. We recognize that understanding of the concept and
effective coordination among local officials, committed to TSM

- improvements, are essential to better TSM performance.
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DOT is aware of the need to better coord1nate highway and -transit

. planning and review functions and has taken a number of administra-
tive steps to improve and strengthen planning. Recently, we
proposed a number of legislative changes, some of which were.
incorporated in the Surface Transportation Assistance Act of 1978.
In addition, the Department <is proposing the establishment of a
Surface Transportation Administration. This reorganization is

. directed toward providing an 1ntegrated organ1zat1on for highways

- and transit, enhancing .the Department s responsiveness to State
and local transportat1on needs, improving program administration
and foster1ng cooperation among surface transportation staffs: at
all levels. We believe that the establishment of the Surface

_ Transportat1on Administration will be a major positive step in
1mprov1ng coord1nat1on of h1ghways and pub11c transportat1on

We fully agree that the Department shou]d be encourag1ng State
and local officials to develop measurable transportation objectives
- and we plan to continue our efforts in this area. DOT has been
',conduct1ng research on.TSM measures of effectiveness which should
help local areas to evaluate the effectiveness of TSM projects.
The size, lTevel of effort and scope of the evaluation should be
comparab1e to the s1ze and scope. of the prOJect [See GAO note 4.]

(2) MPOs Ab1]1ty to Coord1nate
GAO recommendatjon.

To promote coordination of the urban transportation planning process,
~ . the Secretary of Transportat1on should require FHWA and UMTA not

‘1o _approve an urban area's planning process until the area has

shown _that the plan (1) is an overall unified plan for the urban

area resulting from a coordinated process, and (2] includes input

- from those;grougs or agencies that;prov1de or are affected by the
'area s transportat1on p1an.

GAO po1nts out that MPOs do not have suff1c1ent authority to. require
that coordinated TSM prOJects be implemented and must rely largely
"~ on persuasive powers. When the joint planning regulations of
UMTA and FHWA were promulgated in 1975, the basic idea was to
“forge a more “effective link between p1ann1ng and programming. This
was seen as’ the biggest flaw in the process and we needed an agent
with the broadest perspective to put the "juggling" act together.
~The MPO's were established as the forum for cooperative decision-
making by principal elected officials of general purpose local
government. It was not intended that the MPO be the implementor
of all the follow-on action; rather, that it be the synthesizer of
many elements. We are quite conscious of the danger of overloading
a fragile mechanism. We agree, however, that it must involve all
- the appropriate players and then add something of its own: the
regional or comprehensive perspective. We believe this can best
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be achieved through cont1nued deve]opment of th1s process rather
than through confrontat1on

(3) Imped1ments to TSM PrOJect Imp]ementat1on

GAO recommendat1on

o Request ‘funding for sect1on 4(i) of the Urban Mass Transportat1on ’
= . Act, as amended, to test whether financial incentives would be
" effective in promoting more widespread adoption of innovative
TSM projects. Monitoring and evaluation should .be required~for
all projects supported with these funds. If funding proves to.
be an_incentive, then determine whether additional legislation
is needed to provide 1ncent1ves for proJects 1nvo1v1ng;more
- than mass trans1t

i “Continue to work w1th other Federa1 agencies to e11m1nate estt1n9‘
~~Federa] laws, regulations and policies that hinder.ridesharing -
and demonstrate the Department's commitment to the TSM concept.

" TSM projects, including innovative projects, can be funded under
current highway and transit programs, thus the Department did not
request separate funding of section 4(i) for FY 1980. We are in -
the process of reexamining this program in the context of our re-
view -of the FY 1981 transportat1on budget and the recommendat1on
conta1ned in this report .

Innovat1ve TSM techn1ques have been deve1oped under UMTA s Serv1ce
. and Methods. Demonstrations; others were.done jointly by UMTA
.and FHWA under’ the Urban Corridor Demonstration. Program, and some’
have been developed completely through local initiative.. The
. more innovative local areas are now adopt1ng these techn1ques

" These new techn1ques and methods can be grouped 1nto several major
categories such as High Occupancy Vehicle Priority, Paratransit,
Special User (Elderly & Handicapped) Transit, Economic Incentives.
and Disincentives, Human Resources, Market1ng, Operations and -

‘Maintenance. - Sewveral noteworthy examp]es can be ¢ited: -the
contra-flow bus.Tane on the approach to the Lincoln Tunnel. (New York).
.- the Sh1r1ey Highway Busway (Washington, D.: C. ) the E1 Monte Busway
(Los Angeles), an. automated system ‘for assigning bus drivers to
... their work that-has been used in Syracuse, Seattle and San FranC1sco,
' .computerized traffic signal systems which’ are now in operation in
" " “over one hundred-cities, carpool and vanpool projects, fringe.

“*~ parking lots for park and ride facilities, pedestr1an malls and

b1cyc1e fac1]1t1es and pathways _

" The report 1dent1f1es a number’ of hinderances to 1mp1ement1ng
ridesharing, some of .which require legislative. authority. The
‘reconmendat1on however, is Timited to requesting DOT to continue

~ working with other Federal agencies to e11m1nate h1nderances '

to, r1deshar1ng [See GAO note 4.]
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GAO notes

l&ﬁ

The Department sa1d that the report d1d not fully

‘recognize the. subtletles of the plannlng requlre—

ments and the framework in wthh the JOlnt plan-
ning regulatlons were developed. The Department
should be commended for its efforts in promulgating

f the regulatlons. However, potential benefits will
‘not be realized unless the Department takes addi-
_tional steps to make certain that urban areas

carry out: the regulations more fully.

‘The Depattmentfstated'that the report d4id not mention

its alternative analysis regulations for major urban
mass transportation investments that require urban
areas to consider alternative investment strategies
in order to determine which investment best serves

~the locality's needs and goals and supports national

goals and objectives. The Department pointed out,
and we concur, that this requirement reinforces its

‘commitment to TSM. The alternative analysis re-

quirement was the subject of another GAO report
entitled "Communication and Management Problems

Hinder the Planning Process for Major Mass Trans-

 portation Projects," (CED-79-82, June 5, 1979.)

‘The Department  pointed out that our recommendations

focus almost exclusively on Department actions, al-

though (1) the regulatlons require close cooperation

of the Federal Government and local State governments
in order to be effective and (2) additional legisla-

- tive authority may be needed to remove the barriers

to implementing certain TSM projects. We believe
that because the Department initiated and is respon-
sible for administering the regulations, it should
assume the lead in taking those actions needed to
make the requlations effective. We believe that the

" pepartment should first take those steps within its
. existing authorlty to improve the effectiveness of

the regulations, and then determine what additional

’vauthorlty it may need to further improve their ef-
fectiveness. With respect to the barriers issue,

the Congress is considering revisions of the tax
laws which could affect the implementation of cer-
tain TSM actions. (See p. 40.) The other barriers
mentioned in the report could be handled adminis-
tratively by the Federal departments or agencies
involved.
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s on901ng efforts is
f the recommendatlons.

4. Reference to the Depat tment'
art of the chapter's

no longer included as part o
It is included, however, as p

conclusion.

. (345500)
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